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ABSTRACT
The move to an inclusive model has placed additional strain on educators in both general and
special education. Collegiality, an identified factor of educator attrition, could serve to reduce
that strain. However, little is known about collegiality in education. This quantitative, causalcomparative study examined the differences in perceptions of collegiality among special and
general educators from six Mid-Atlantic school districts, using the Teacher Collegiality Scale
(TCS). Participants were drawn from a sample population of teachers representing special (n =
234) and general (n = 234) educators. This sample included participants from four states and
approximately 235 schools. This sample is the largest, most diverse, and most robust known to
date, to have employed the TCS. A MANOVA was used to analyze the data. There was a
statistically significant difference between special and general educators’ perceptions of
collegiality on the combined dependent variables. The sub-scale sharing resources was
independently significant as well. Recommendations for future research include conducting a
factorial or path analysis to determine effects of combining various exogenous variables on
educators’ perceptions of collegiality. Such research could deepen understanding of the subscales of the TCS, how they interact, and their relationships with existing conceptual and
theoretical frameworks. As demonstrated by the present study, there is reason to suspect a
relationship between attrition and collegiality exists. Further research is needed to ascertain the
full breadth and depth of that relationship and to explore how that relationship affects other
factors of attrition.
Keywords: Special education, special educator, collegiality, attrition
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Overview
Research has shown that a more collegial approach to education is necessary for
educational reformation and ultimately teacher retention. This study will explore perceptions and
differences in perceptions of collegiality among general and special educators. The results of this
study will assist educational stakeholders in decision making which may lead to improved
collegial culture and, teacher retention. Chapter One will discuss the background of inclusion
and educator attrition, the conceptual and theoretical frameworks that guide this research, the
problem statement, significance, and purpose of this research. This chapter concludes with the
research questions and pertinent definitions.
Background
Restructuring Education
For the majority of the 1900s, students with disabilities were educated in separate
settings, often separate school buildings entirely. Following the passing of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973, educational organizations began transitioning from educational segregation to full
inclusion (Lewis, 2017). This act entitled school-aged children with disabilities to a Free and
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE) and prohibited discrimination based on disability. Public
Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, required that students
with disabilities be educated with their general education peers, whenever appropriate. This law
established the concepts of Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), Individualized Education
Plans (IEP), and established a process for disagreements between schools and families, among
other things.
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By 2017, 63.4% of students with disabilities were spending 80% or more of their school
day in classrooms with their general education peers (NCES, 2017). Previously, special
education teachers were solely responsible for the educational attainment and development of
students with disabilities and would begin sharing this responsibility with general educators in
the inclusive model (Lewis, 2017). General educators, previously tasked with educating typically
developing students, would now be required to welcome students with disabilities and special
educators into their classrooms, thus creating an inclusive model (Lewis, 2017). This educational
restructuring to embrace the inclusive model resulted in additional challenges for educators and
other education stakeholders.
In the inclusive model, special and general educators were expected to begin
collaborating to provide services for all students within the general education setting (Kaff,
2004), thus increasing the need for collegiality in the workplace. However, research (Gersten et
al., 2001; Kaff, 2004) has shown that educators have not achieved the level of collaboration,
collegiality, and support necessary to conduct their work and remain in their positions
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
General Education Attrition
A lack of qualified teachers for students in public schools across the country has had
many adverse effects on public schools; for example, increased pupil-teacher ratios were 15:3 in
2008 and 16:1 in 2018 (NCES, 2018b) and the lowering of standards for becoming a teacher.
Public school enrollment between 2008 and 2018 increased by 3% while the number of public
school teachers decreased by 1% (NCES, 2018a). Every year, 8% of teachers leave the
profession (Goldring et al., 2014), annually equating to more than 200,000 (Sutcher et al., 2016).
The demand for new teachers is approximately 300,000 a year, while the projected number of
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new newly graduated teachers available is between 180,000 and 212,000 (Sutcher et al., 2016).
In short, student enrollments are increasing, teacher numbers are dwindling, and there are not
enough new teachers to fill the void. Increasing levels of attrition, around 5.1% in 1992 to 8.4%
in 2008 (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2019), further exacerbate the disparity between
students and teachers (Goldring et al., 2014).
Special Education Attrition
In 1975, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act mandated that public schools
provide a free and appropriate education for all students, causing a “dramatic increase in demand
for special educators” (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019, p. 698). Conversely, over the last few
decades, special educators have been leaving their positions, or the profession entirely, at
alarming rates (Billingsley, 1993; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Brownell & Smith, 1992). This
dichotomy has resulted in litigation, national special educator shortages (Billingsley, 2007),
decreased special educator certification expectations (Sindelear et al., 2019), and a deterioration
of special education services for students with disabilities (Carver-Thomas & DarlingHammond, 2017).
The United States Department of Education reported a shortage of nearly 30,000 special
educators in 1988-1989 (Brownell & Smith, 1992). During this time the percentage of students
receiving special education services increased from 10.1% to 11.4%, causing leading members
of the Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE) and Council for Exceptional
Children (CEC) to declare the special educator shortage a “national emergency” (Brownell &
Smith, 1992). In 1990-1991, nearly 10% of special educators were only partially certified. Only
5.5% of general educators were partially certified) (Boe & Cook, 2006). The shortage of fully
certified special education teachers increased from just over 7% in 1993-1994 to over 12% in
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2001-2002 (Boe & Cook, 2006). Between 1999 and 2000, 45% of secondary schools had
vacancies in special education, and 42% had special education hiring difficulties (Ingersoll,
2003). Cowan et al. (2016) argued that the demand for special educators and the complexities of
the position is the reason that schools across the country have experienced difficulty filling
vacancies since 1990. They posited that the need for special educators has dramatically
outweighed the need for elementary, English, and social studies teachers for several decades
(Cowan et al., 2016).
Teacher turnover results in schools around the country needing to replace teachers with
less qualified inexperienced teachers, increase class sizes, and eliminate class offerings (CarverThomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). This process is estimated to cost districts between $9,000
and $23,000 (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019) per teacher. The U.S. Department of Labor has
estimated that national teacher attrition and replacement costs exceed $2 billion annually
(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005). The high cost of teacher turnover, accompanied by
increasing shortages, has caused districts to reduce services to all students, including those
identified as having a disability (Billingsley, 2004).
Collegiality
In both special and general education, the research has identified two key factors that
contribute to attrition: 1) mentoring and induction structures; and 2) working conditions
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; MacDonald, 1999). These factors, combined with increased
accountability, (Brownell, Sindelar, Kiely, & Danielson, 2010) and restructuring of beliefs and
principles surrounding education as a result of the move to inclusion, have caused attrition rates
among special and general educators to continue to rise. The “progressively more multifaceted”
roles of special and general educators require increased collaboration and cohesion (Forlin, 2007,
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p. 277). Collegiality is defined as a “multi-dimensional concept” characterized by the presence of
seven teacher behaviors in schools: (a) demonstrating mutual support and trust among teachers;
(b) observing one another engage in the practice of teaching; (c) jointly planning and assessing
teaching practices; (d) sharing ideas and expertise;(e) teaching each other; (f) developing
curriculum together; and (g) sharing resources such as lesson plans, worksheets, and educational
books (Shah, 2011, p. 14). Such behaviors are an effective mitigator of poor formal mentoring
and induction structures and poor working conditions.
Mentor-mentee relationships that are not purposeful and based around shared roles and
values are not effective (Illies & Reiter-Palmon, 2018) in remediating the stressors associated
with teacher attrition (White & Mason, 2006). In schools that lack effective formal mentoring
and induction structures, novice teachers rely on collegial relationships with experienced
teachers (Billingsley et al., 2019). Such relationships provide inexperienced teachers with
guidance, help in making sense of their roles (Billingsley et al., 2019), and assist them in
navigating school structures (Grossman & Thompson, 2004). Teachers in collegial environments
are more likely to engage in informal mentoring structures (Billingsley et al., 2019). This access
to on-demand support provides stability (Abdallah, 2009), decreases attrition rates, and increases
teacher efficacy and job satisfaction (Billingsley et al., 2019).
Working conditions emerged as “the most common attrition factor studied”, with 80% of
attrition research addressing the relationship between working conditions and attrition
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019, p. 708). The major facets of working conditions are organizational
structure, job design and demands, resources, and social contexts (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
Organizational theory models support the conception that colleagues perform better when
provided opportunities to collaborate (Lazega, 2005). These theories view “authentic teamwork
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as an essential characteristic of the successful organization” in which members “interact
regularly to share their ideas and expertise, and develop a common understanding of
organizational goals and the means to their attainment” (Shah, 2012, p. 1242).
Job design and demands have been examined with relation to teacher attrition for several
decades (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Brownell & Smith, 1993). Such research has found that
overwhelming work demands - the result of poor job design - predict emotional exhaustion,
burnout, and ultimately attrition (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Teachers in supportive, collegial
environments receive emotional support that helps them manage demands (Grossman &
Thompson, 2004), and cope with complex and rapidly evolving roles and situations (Shah,
2012). Collegial work environments facilitate collective idea generation, greater repertories of
expertise and experience, positive attitudes, and allow teachers to “share the load” (Shah, 2012).
Increased teacher collegiality empowers teachers to problem-solve, take risks to meet student
needs, share responsibility, and develop their weaknesses into strengths (Goddard et al., 2007).
Collective capacity and efficiency increase teachers’ perception of self-efficacy, as well as their
actual efficacy (Goddard & Skrla, 2006).
Resources are in short supply in schools across the country, with teachers consistently
being asked to do more with less. Collegiality, however, has been linked to increased material
and information exchange (Grossman & Thompson, 2004); improved teacher development and
growth (Jarzabkowski, 2003; Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015; Owen, 2014; Retallick & Butt, 2004);
heightened levels of enthusiasm, innovation, and teacher professionalism, as well as fostering a
willingness to modify classroom practice, and openness to new methods and ideas (Shah, 2012).
The adaptability and support that collegiality fosters within educators mitigated attrition.
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Social contexts often predict teacher’s intent to leave or stay (Billingsley, 2004). Poor
social contexts leave teachers feeling isolated and overwhelmed (Abdallah, 2009). However,
when a school fosters a collegial culture, through structures such as personal learning
communities (PLCs), teachers are provided a space where they can collaborate, exchange ideas,
share resources, discuss new strategies, build relationships, and support one another. Teachers,
when encouraged to participate in collaborative settings, experience the following: an increased
sense of community and inter-dependence (Jarzabowski, 2002); a sense of belonging, respect,
and being a valued member of a team (Shah, 2012); greater amounts of trust, higher morale, and
improved communication (Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Strong norms
of collegiality improve social contexts, minimize affective responses to work, and positively
influence teacher career commitment and motivation (Shah, 2012). For these reasons, collegiality
is a mitigating factor of attrition “regardless of any combination of other factors influencing the
decision to stay or leave” (Newberry & Allsop, 2017). However, there is insufficient quantitative
research into collegiality in education to fully understand its impact on attrition.
Conclusion
Public school enrollment and the number of students being serviced under the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) are on the rise. However, fewer people are becoming
teachers, and many teachers are leaving the profession. A greater need for collegiality has been
identified due to the complex and collaborative nature of education (Lesh et al., 2017). Odogwu
and colleagues (2011) identified collegiality as a “vital variable of interest” (p. 276), stating that
collegiality provides academic collaboration, and fosters inter-specialty cooperation.
Billingsley and Bettini (2019) have indicated that collegial support is an “important
contributor” (p. 722) to a special educator’s decision to stay in or leave his or her position.
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Special educators without collegial support are more likely to experience low job satisfaction,
higher burnout, and are more likely to leave their positions (DeMik, 2008; Hagaman & Casey,
2018; Kaff, 2004; LÓpez-Estrada & Koyama, 2010).
The research shows that collegiality mitigates attrition (Newberry & Allsop, 2017), but to
what extent and how this differs between special and general educators is still unknown.
Researchers have yet to conduct quantitative research using ecological systems theory to
understand collegiality and its impact on educator attrition.
Problem Statement
United States legislation entitles students to a free and appropriate public education
(Carina, 2017). However, in classrooms across the country, students are being denied services
and educated by underqualified teachers (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017; NCES,
2020c; Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2019). This phenomenon has contributed
to the minimal growth and even decline in mathematics and reading ability of U.S. students since
2007 (NCES, 2020a; NCES, 2020b). With teacher preparation enrollments declining, around
35%, and teacher attrition rates at 8%, the teacher shortage is expected to surpass 120,000 by
2021 (Darling-Hammond & Carver-Thomas, 2019).
Teacher attrition accounts for “anywhere from two-thirds to nearly 100% of the demand
for teachers in any given year” (Darling-Hammond & Carver-Thomas, 2019, p. 24). Research
has shown that the single greatest factor for mitigating teacher attrition is collegiality (Newberry
& Allsop, 2017). The value of collegiality in curbing attrition can be seen in special (Berry,
2012; DeMik, 2008; Hagaman & Casey, 2017; López-Estrada & Koyama, 2010) and general
(Goddard et al., 2007; Grossman & Thompson, 2004) education (Jones et al., 2013; Shah, 2012).
The “profound benefit” (Hargreaves, 2019, p. 608) of collegiality for student achievement is also
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well documented in the literature (Chance & Segura, 2009; Goddard et al., 2007; Kelly &
Cherkowski, 2015; Shah, 2012).
Though this research has identified a lack of collegiality as a contributor to teacher
attrition, no quantitative instrument has been utilized in collecting data on collegiality and
attrition among special and general educators. Most peer-reviewed articles discuss collegiality
without clearly defining it (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Bettini et al., 2019; Kelly & Cherkowski,
2015). Limited literature examining the state of collegiality between special and general
education inhibits our ability to capitalize on this contributor to attrition and, ultimately, retain
teachers. To address the lack of research in this area, a study that clearly defines collegiality must
be conducted to explore general and special educators’ perceptions of collegiality.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this non-experimental, causal-comparative study is to examine
differences in perceptions of collegiality between general and special educators. The independent
variable that is utilized in this study is the teacher role (special or general educator). Collegiality
is defined as a “multi-dimensional concept” characterized by the presence of seven teacher
behaviors in schools: (a) demonstrating mutual support and trust among teachers; (b) observing
one another engage in the practice of teaching; (c) jointly planning and assessing teaching
practices; (d) sharing ideas and expertise; (e) teaching each other; (f) developing curriculum
together; and (g) sharing resources such as lesson plans, worksheets, and educational books
(Shah, 2011, p. 14). Perceptions of collegiality will be determined using the Teacher Collegiality
Scale (TCS) (Shah, 2011).
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Significance of the Study
Collegiality has gained significant attention among researchers for several decades
(Hashim et al., 2020). However, because a majority of collegiality research adopts nonquantitative approaches, there is no specific, widely accepted, measurement of collegiality
(Hashim et al., 2020). This study may serve to validate the Teacher Collegiality Scale (TCS) in
the United States context so that further research may be conducted to investigate the complexity
of collegial practice (Hashim et al., 2020). Additionally, this study will provide a comparison of
the perceptions of special and general educators on collegiality. Brownell and Smith’s (1993)
theory of nested systems shows that the identified factors of attrition have reciprocal effects on
one another. A better understanding of any one factor will provide further information on other
factors in the systems (Brownell & Smith, 1993), thus deepening our understand of educator
attrition.
As shown above, collegiality is an essential component of mitigating the major
contributors to educator attrition (Billingsley et al., 2019; Griffen et al., 2009; Newberry &
Allsop, 2017). However, limited research on the topic fails to provide sufficient information for
researchers or educational leaders to make informed decisions about the future of education.
Towards that end, this study may provide a significant movement in the direction of formulating
a clearer description of special and general educator perceptions of collegiality. Administrators,
armed with a better understanding of collegiality and educator attrition may then be better
equipped to mitigate attrition in their buildings through improved school climate, job design, and
professional development (Gersten et al., 2001), as well as, targeted support and opportunities
for purposeful collaboration (Vittek, 2015). Exploring differences and similarities in perceptions
of collegiality will provide background information for further research into types of collegiality
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(authentic versus contrived) (Owen, 2014), sources of collegiality (administrative, para support,
support staff, etc.) (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019), and the impact of collegiality on the education
of students with disabilities.
Research Question
RQ1: Is there a difference in perceptions of collegiality as measured by the Teacher
Collegiality Sub-Scales between special and general education teachers?
Definitions
1. Collegiality – Collegiality is defined as a “multi-dimensional concept” characterized
by the presence of seven teacher behaviors in schools: (a) demonstrating mutual
support and trust among teachers; (b) observing one another engage in the practice of
teaching; (c) jointly planning and assessing teaching practices; (d) sharing ideas and
expertise; teaching; (e) teaching each other; (f) developing curriculum together; and
(g) sharing resources such as lesson plans, worksheets, and educational books (Shah,
2011, p. 14).
2. Special Education - special education will refer to “specially designed instruction…
to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability” (U.S. Department of Education,
2017d). This instruction occurs in a classroom, home, hospital, institution, or “other
settings” (U.S. Department of Education, 2017d).
3. Special Educator - A special educator is someone that provides special education
services within the classroom, home, hospital, or other settings for students with
disabilities. For this research, special educators are those that teach any combination
of special and general education students or solely special education students
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
A systematic review of the literature was conducted to explore the problem of special
educator attrition. This chapter will present a review of the current literature related to the topic
of study. The first section contains Ecological systems theory, as well as, Brownell and Smith’s
(1992) conceptual framework, which has organized the variables connected to special educator
attrition into interconnected systems. Related literature is used to define special education,
special educator, and collegiality. Next, special educator attrition statistics are provided along
with the costs of such attrition. The variables that contribute to special educator attrition are then
sorted into the systems provided in the conceptual framework, followed by a brief exploration of
affective reactions to special education and attrition interventions. Finally, the primary variable
of this research, collegiality, is defined. The sub-scales of collegiality are explored, and the
benefits are discussed within the contexts of education and special education.
Following is a description of the process through which the literature was gathered and
examined for this review. A keyword search for special educator, special education, and attrition
resulted in four peer-reviewed literature reviews by experts in the field of special education
attrition. A database of the references from each literature was compiled. The references were
sorted by year, any non-seminal works published more than five years ago (before 2015) were
removed in an attempt to include only relevant sources. This process resulted in 51 peerreviewed articles, all of which were reviewed for further sources. After the special educator
attrition literature was thoroughly explored, key themes of attrition emerged. A keyword search
for collegiality, retention and special education revealed 25 more peer-reviewed, relevant, and
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recent sources. This process was reiterated for many of the themes of special educator attrition
described herein to ensure deep understanding and a thorough exploration of the literature.
Conceptual Framework
A robust theoretical framework is necessary for one to understand how variables are
related, how they influence one another, and the structure within which the variables exist
(Galvan & Galvan, 2017). However, the difficulty in establishing theories to understand special
education better is the diversity in definitions, characteristics, values, and variables. Clark and
colleagues (1998) compiled over 200 pages of professional discourse surrounding special
education theory. They concluded that there is no single theory for special education. Rather,
researchers must embrace the iterative process of developing theories by aligning and realigning
beliefs, values, and assumptions (Clark et al., 1998). Over a decade later, Sindelar et al. (2010)
added that research is still needed to establish theoretical frameworks “to guide the study of
special education teacher development” (p. 9). Sindelear et al. (2010) attributed the lack of
progress in special education research to the newness of the field, a focus on general education,
and a majority of research resources being dedicated to the development of instructional
strategies and behavioral interventions for students with disabilities. These authors agreed that
theoretical and conceptual frameworks are paramount in guiding future research and bringing
innovation to special education. Billingsley (1993) and Brownell and Smith (1992) conducted
extensive literature reviews that allowed them to generate conceptual frameworks through which
special educator career decisions (i.e., attrition and retention) could be studied in the absence of
an overarching theoretical framework.
Brownell and Smith (1993) adapted Bronfenbrenner’s (1976) ecology of education (an
extension of human ecology theory, also known as ecological systems theory) to develop a
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conceptual framework for understanding special educator attrition. Their framework “provides a
foundation for synthesizing current research and designing future teacher attrition studies in
special education” (p. 280). Ecological systems theory identifies major environmental,
interrelated, and nested systems (Lesh et al., 2017) in which an individual acts. Psychologists use
ecological systems theory as a lens through which to examine relationships between individuals
and broader society (Brofenbrenner, 1976). Brownell and Smith (1993) drew from the systems
established by ecological systems theory to conceptualize special educator attrition in a way that
recognized the reciprocal and interconnected nature of its variables. Sorting the variables of
attrition into the four systems allows for further understanding of teachers’ career decisions (i.e.,
to stay, transfer, or leave the profession) (Brownell & Smith, 1993).
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Figure 1
Conceptual Model

Note. Based on Brownell and Smith (1993), and Billingsley (1993).
The conceptual model for this study begins with the microsystem. The microsystem is the
classroom, hallway, auditorium, or other immediate settings (Bronfenbrenner, 1976) in which the
teacher and student characteristics interact (Brownell & Smith, 1993). Within the microsystem,
teachers experience intrinsic, extrinsic, and ancillary rewards (Billingsley, 1993). These rewards
are diminished or enhanced by factors such as class size, teaching assignment (e.g., subject,
grade level, inclusion, resource, role demands, role ambiguity, role conflict), teacher (e.g., initial
commitment, preparation, adaptiveness), and student characteristics (e.g., disability
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classifications, socioeconomic status, motivation, discipline, urban/suburban, culture)
(Billingsley, 1993; Brownell & Smith, 1993).
The mesosystem is the structure within which the microsystem exists. In education, this
system contains the interactions between teachers, colleagues, families, administrators, and other
professionals or stakeholders. The variables within the classroom may be supported or
exasperated by the microsystem. For example, a teacher with inadequate preparation or a class of
particularly difficult pupils could be provided additional training or administrative support
through their school. The main components of the mesosystem are administrative, community,
and parental support (Billingsley, 1993), collegiality, work conditions, and job design (Brownell
& Smith, 1993). Researchers have emphasized the importance of these variables in determining
the likelihood of attrition in special education (Billingsley, 1993; Brownell & Smith, 1993).
The exosystem is “an extension of the mesosystem, embracing the concrete social
structures, both formal and informal, that impinge upon or encompass the immediate settings
containing” the individual (Bronfenbrenner, 1976, p. 6). In education, this system contains the
federal, state, and district policies that influence the interactions in the mesosystem and the
teachers in the microsystem (Brownell & Smith, 1993). Additionally, research has connected
district characteristics (e.g., salary, training, levels of educational attainment among teachers,
pupil expenditures, board-appointed or elected superintendents, urban/rural, socioeconomic
status of students) (Billingsley, 1993; Brownell & Smith, 1993) to special educator attrition.
Special educators obtain extrinsic, intrinsic (Brownell & Smith, 1993), and ancillary (Billingsley,
1993) rewards within this system. Federal (e.g., IDEA, FERPA, ESSA, Race to the Top, 504,
ADA), state, and district policies guide the day-to-day responsibilities of a special educator more
intimately and with more accountability than those of a general education teacher. This system
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also contains the state and local education agencies, both of which contribute to the culture and
climate in each school and classroom (Brownell & Smith, 1993).
The macrosystem refers to the “cultural beliefs and ideologies that affect the way schools
function” (Brownell & Smith, 1993, p. 278). The microsystem, mesosystem, and exosystem are
the “concrete manifestations” of the “overarching institutions of the culture or subculture”
(Bronfenbrenner, 1976, p. 6). These overarching institutions, be they political, social, legal,
economic, or educational, define the macrosystem (Bronfenbrenner, 1976). The factors of the
macrosystem that contribute to special educator attrition are perceptions about the learner,
teachers, and schools (Brownell & Smith, 1993), and economic conditions (e.g., recession,
referendum). Billingsley (1993), referring to variables in this system as external factors, adds
society and culture.
The degree to which one learns and grows within an educational setting “is a function of
sets of forces, or systems, at two levels” (Bronfenbrenner, 1976, p. 5). The first level is the
relationship between the individual and their surroundings. The second is the interactions of the
interconnections within the systems. Brofenbrenner (1976), adding to the previous theories of
Lewin (1935; 1936; 1948; 1951), observed that the setting alone did not influence a learner to the
degree that the reciprocal interaction between learner and setting, and the interactions between
the different setting in which the learner existed. Brownell and Smith (1993) applied these
observations to special educator attrition, determining that the interactions between all four
systems, along with personal factors such as perceived career options (“Can I get a
better/easier/more satisfying job?”), economic (“Can I get paid more somewhere else?”), and life
cycle events (i.e., getting married, having a baby, moving) determine a special educator’s
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commitment and job satisfaction which, in turn, determines if he or she will stay, transfer, or exit
(Billingsley, 1993; Brownell & Smith, 1993).
Related Literature
Since Sindelar and colleagues’ (2010) call for more research into special educator
attrition, many researchers have risen to the challenge. A review of the literature surrounding
special educator attrition leads to an identification of many variables. The variables are sorted
into the systems described in the conceptual framework. This review revealed several affective
reactions to special education and attrition interventions schools and districts have utilized to
mitigate attrition. In an additional section, an analysis of the literature surrounding collegiality
revealed its definition, dimensions, measurements, and benefits. The review concludes with a
discussion of the importance of collegiality to special educators and an exploration of collective
responsibility.
Research on specific causes of special education attrition varies in many ways.
Billingsley and Bettini’s (2019) literature review analyzed special education attrition research
from 2002 to 2017, noting the sample sizes (ranging from 5 to 776), various data collection
techniques utilized (e.g., surveys, focus groups, interviews), sample demographics (e.g., rural
versus suburban, Mexican American, experienced, inexperienced, special education teachers
versus special education administrators or directors versus speech-language pathologists,
teachers of emotionally disabled, mildly or severely disabled, inclusion versus resource versus
itinerant teachers), as well as sample location (e.g., Utah, Kansas, all of the United States, “the
south,” “the Midwest”). Definitions of terms vary so much that it becomes difficult to draw
definitive conclusions. Similar disparities exist in the samples, analyses, and results of special
educator attrition research conducted between 1982 and 2004 (Billingsley, 1993; Billingsley,
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2004; Brownell & Smith, 1992). However, this body of research provides insight into universal
themes of attrition.
Key Terms
Special Education
A quick Google Scholar search for “what is special education?” reveals multiple books,
as well as numerous other scholarly sources within which researchers define and redefine special
education. The term “special education” itself has evolved rapidly over the short history of the
practice (i.e., special-needs education, exceptional children, SPED). For this review, special
education will refer to “specially designed instruction… to meet the unique needs of a child with
a disability” (U.S. Department of Education, 2017b). This instruction occurs in a classroom,
home, hospital, institution, or “other settings” (U.S. Department of Education, 2017b).
Special instruction is delivered via a variety of means: physical education (i.e.,
development of motor and physical fitness, fundamental motor skills and patterns, and skills in
dance, individual and group games and sports, aquatics, intramural and lifetime sports,
movement education); travel training (e.g., developing awareness of the environment, learning
necessary skills to travel from home to school, work, and other places within the community);
vocational education (e.g., preparation programs designed to prepare students for employment in
the community); and academics (e.g., specific supports designed to address the unique needs of
the student as determined by their disability classification and supports to allow the student
access to the general education curriculum) (U.S. Department of Education, 2017b).
The Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA) ensures that students with disabilities have
access to related services such as social workers, speech-language pathologists, transportation,
counseling services, school health services, psychological services, physical therapy,
occupational therapy, orientation and mobility services, medical services, interpreting services,
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audiologists, recreation services, parent counseling and training as well as diagnostic, evaluative,
and progress reports on all services provided (U.S. Department of Education, 2017a). An
individual qualifies for special education services if he or she is identified as having one or more
of the following disabilities and the disability is impacting the student’s progress in the general
education curriculum: intellectual disability, multiple disabilities, visual impairment, orthopedic
impairment, autism, deaf-blindness, serious emotional disturbance, hearing impairment, speech
or language impairment, specific learning disability, traumatic brain injury, any other health
impairment that requires related services or individualized education, or a developmental delay
(U.S. Department of Education, 2017c).
Special Educator
A special educator is someone that provides the aforementioned services within the
classroom, home, hospital, or other settings for students with disabilities. The characteristics,
qualifications, certifications, experience, educational attainment, and personal factors of special
educators differ between individuals, schools, districts, states, and throughout the United States.
Though certain dispositions and characteristics are more desirable for hiring principals, the only
requirement to become a special educator is the willingness to assume the position. Individual
states may require additional certifications, but most allow Alternative Routes to Certification
(ARTC), which permits individuals to become “teachers” without appropriate certifications,
experiences, preparation, and coursework as long as they are in a program to attain these things.
However, teachers can continue to teach with alternative certifications for as long as they are
making some progress toward the certification (State of Delaware, 2020a).
Teachers may be placed in a classroom with students that have any degree of impairment,
any variety of disabilities, any grade level (sometimes multiple grades), any subject (sometimes
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multiple subjects). Teachers may be assigned caseloads of students that they do not teach
(caseloads here meaning the management of paperwork and progress monitoring of a set of
students); they may be asked to “push in” to classrooms for subjects they do not know (often
multiple subjects and grade levels); they may have a self-contained class period, an inclusion
class, a push-in class, all in the same day and spanning multiple grade levels. Practices vary
between schools, districts, and states. Though older literature reviews (Billingsley, 1993;
Brownell & Smith, 1992) do not include in their methodology a distinction between instruction
conducted in preschool, juvenile justice, residential, or hospital settings, Billingsley and Bettini
(2019) opted to leave these settings out of their analysis. In that fashion, this review will define
special educators as those working in special education classrooms in public, private, and charter
schools.
In the state where this study will be conducted, special educator candidates must have “a
minimum of 24 credits in an area aligned to a PK-12 content area (or pass the Praxis II in the
content area before teaching) and obtain a letter of eligibility from a state-approved alternative
route to certification program” (State of Delaware, 2020a, para. 2).
Collegiality
Collegiality is defined as a “multi-dimensional concept” characterized by the presence of
seven teacher behaviors in schools: (a) demonstrating mutual support and trust among teachers;
(b) observing one another engage in the practice of teaching; (c) jointly planning and assessing
teaching practices; (d) sharing ideas and expertise; (e) teaching each other; (f) developing
curriculum together; and (g) sharing resources such as lesson plans, worksheets, and educational
books (Shah, 2011, p. 14).
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General Educator Attrition
Teacher attrition is an intense and complex problem (Craig, 2017). Attrition rates in the
United States have ranged from 5.1% in 1992 to 8.4% in 2008 (Carver-Thomas & DarlingHammond, 2019). Between 46 and 50% of new teachers will leave the profession in the first five
years of teaching (Ingersoll, 2002). Such high attrition rates are the primary contributor to
national teacher shortages, accounting for 90% of teacher demand (Sutcher, Darling-Hammond
& Carver-Thomas, 2019). Likewise, the impact and related costs of teacher turnover are evident
in schools and classrooms across the country. With an estimated need for nearly 3.5 million new
teachers to meet increasing enrollment needs (Ingersoll, 2002a), curbing attrition is the most
efficient way to address the “nationwide shortfall of fully prepared teachers” (Carver-Thomas &
Darling-Hammond, 2019, p. 3). Already, 90% of newly hired teachers are replacements for those
who have left the profession (not including those who retired) (Ingersoll, 2002b).
Teachers have cited low salaries, inadequate preparation, lack of mentoring,
unsatisfactory working conditions, and lack of support as reasons for leaving the profession
(Jalongo & Heider, 2006). Recent research has identified that collegial relationships are
mitigating factors of attrition “regardless of any combination of other factors influencing the
decision to stay or leave” (Newberry & Allsop, 2017).
Teacher attrition research has long suffered from methodological and definitional issues
causing a lack of reliable statistics and literature (Macdonald, 1999). Attrition has been defined
as those that leave the profession prematurely and voluntarily (Hammer & Rohr, 1992).
However, attrition has also been defined as those that leave the profession entirely, move to
another school, or simply change professions within the same school (Billingsley, 2019).
Methodologically, while some research has included teachers that planned to return to the
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profession later in life (Macdonald, 1999), others excluded these educators. As a result of these
methodological and definitional issues, the body of literature surrounding educator attrition has
estimated attrition rates to be anywhere between 5% and 30% (Macdonald, 1999).
What can be agreed upon, however, is that teacher attrition is an intense and complex problem
(Craig, 2017). Recent research has identified that collegial relationships are mitigating factors
“regardless of any combination of other factors influencing the decision to stay or leave”
(Newberry & Allsop, 2017).
Special Educator Attrition Statistics and Impact
Literature stretching back to 1988 has highlighted special educator attrition and shortages
(Billingsley, 1993, 2004, 2007; Metzke, 1988). In Wisconsin, special educator attrition was
13.7%, compared to general education attrition of 5.8% (Metzke, 1998). In 1988-89 the United
States Department of Education reported a shortage of 27,977 special educators (up from 26,653
the year before) (Brownell & Smith, 1992). During this time (1981-1991), the percentage of
students in the United States classified with a disability (any of the 13 aforementioned
classifications) increased from 10.1% to 11.4% (NCES, 2019c). Because some classifications are
increasing (i.e., 140% increase in autism classifications, 56% more students identified as having
a health impairment, and a 29% increase in students identified as having a developmental delay)
and others are decreasing (15% fewer students identified as having an intellectual disability, 21%
fewer students as having an emotional disturbance, and 5% decrease in identifications of specific
learning disabilities), increases in overall special education classifications are generally
attributed to changes diagnostic and policy practices (NCES, 2019c). In 1989, leading members
of the Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE) and the Council for Exceptional
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Children (CEC) declared the special educator shortage a “national emergency” (Brownell &
Smith, 1992).
In 2018-2019, the disparity between the number of exceptional children and their
teachers only grew wider. The National Coalition on Personnel Shortages in Special Education
and Related Services (2019) reported that 14% of students (7 million) in the U.S. were receiving
special education services, and 98% of school districts reported shortages in special educators. In
2013, 17.1% of special educators moved schools or left teaching altogether (Goldring et al.,
2014). Special educators were 37% more likely to turnover than general education teachers
(Gilmour & Wehby, 2019). Within the first five years of their career, special education teachers
are three times more likely than general educators to leave their positions (Hopkins et al., 2019).
In 2014, the National Center for Education Statistics reported that 28,600 special educators left
teaching, and 45,100 special educators moved to a different school (Goldring et al., 2014). High
attrition rates, special education classifications on the rise, and shortages in nearly every school
in the U.S., account for a troubling trend of more frequent staffing of special education
classrooms with substitutes and underqualified educators every day, the impacts of which are
well-documented throughout the literature.
Student Achievement
A 2014 study of over one million students determined that replacing a teacher whose
“value-added” (average test score gain for his or her students, adjusted for differences between
student characteristics and prior scores) “was in the bottom 5 percent with an average teacher
would increase the present value of students’ lifetime income” (Chetty et al., 2014, p. 2633) by
approximately $1.4 million for the average classroom. Further, Chetty et al. (2014) proposed that
students with teachers whose value-added (VA) measures are higher are “more likely to attend
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college, earn higher salaries, and are less likely to have children as teenagers” (p. 2633). When a
teacher with high VA (in the top 5 percent) began working at a school, that very year, the test
scores for the entire grade he or she taught increased notably (Chetty et al., 2014). However, the
attrition rates outlined above, and the actors detailed below have been observed to lead to
effective teachers changing roles, moving to different buildings or districts, and exiting special
education classrooms (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). Role changes, even within
the same building, have been proven to cause widespread declines in teacher effectiveness
(Atteberry et al., 2017). Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond (2017) connected teacher
turnover to reduced achievement for the “students’ whose classrooms are directly affected, as
well as for other students in the school” (p. 1).
Billingsley (2004), acknowledged that special educator attrition leaves classrooms and
students with the most complex needs in the hands of ill-prepared teachers. She underscored that
ill-prepared teachers are far less likely to stay in teaching, leading to even more attrition and a
costly cycle of underprepared, overwhelmed, and ineffective teachers entering into and swiftly
leaving special education classrooms. Billingsley (2004) suggested that preparing, supporting,
and retaining highly qualified educators is an “integral task” to curbing this cycle.
School Culture and Loss of Knowledge
Another high cost of special educator attrition is the loss of knowledge, including an
understanding of the community, processes, students, and classroom experience (Billingsley &
Bettini, 2019). Researchers have long maintained that sustaining an effective and highly skilled
teacher force is imperative to student outcomes and organizational success (Bettini et al., 2019;
Brownell et al., 2010). As special educators leave, whether it be their careers or their buildings,
they take with them their knowledge. Even an equally capable replacement will be less
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knowledgeable and experience an adjustment period through which they will need to obtain the
knowledge that has left with their predecessor. Unlike other positions where an employee may
train their replacement, it is up to the new teacher’s team and school administrators to socialize
and educate them in the intricate ways of the particular school. Carver-Thomas and DarlingHammond (2017) stated that teacher turnover impacts the entire school as it disrupts “school
stability, collegial relationships, collaboration, and the accumulation of institutional knowledge”
(p. 1). Collaborative relationships are interrupted when teachers have to begin the process of
building trust and communication from the ground up, year after year. The effectiveness of the
teachers who remain is damaged by this loss of collaboration and communication (Billingsley &
Bettini, 2019).
Cost
High teacher turnover rates experienced in schools around the country lead to an
increased need to replace outgoing teachers with less qualified and inexperienced teachers,
increased class sizes, and elimination of class offerings (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond,
2017). This process is estimated to cost districts between $9,000 and $23,000 per teacher
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). The U.S. Department of Labor has estimated that national teacher
attrition and replacement costs exceed $2 billion annually (Alliance for Excellent Education,
2005). The high cost of teacher turnover, accompanied by increasing shortages, has caused
school districts to reduce services to all students, including those identified as having a disability
(Billingsley, 2004).
The U.S. Department of Education, under section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
states that individuals with disabilities have the right to a Free Appropriate Public Education
(FAPE) (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Special educator attrition hinders compliance to
FAPE as more students with disabilities are being educated by teachers who have “insufficient
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competence” (p. 39) to work with them. As a result, students lose access to critical services.
Compensatory services and litigation can be a costly process for districts when students have
“inadequate educational experiences” (p. 39) (Billingsley, 2004). Alternative certification
programs are cost-effective initially as they produce teachers more swiftly; however, these
programs tend to produce less committed teachers and thus, in the long term, cost districts much
more due to attrition (Sindelear et al., 2010).
Causes of Attrition
Many interrelated factors contribute to special educator attrition. These factors exist
within the microsystem (i.e., teacher and student characteristics), mesosystem (administrative,
community, and parental support, collegiality, work conditions, and job design), exosystem (i.e.,
federal, state, and district policies, district characteristics), and the macrosystem (economic
conditions, perceptions about the learner, teachers, and schools) (Bronfenbrenner, 1976;
Brownell & Smith, 1993). Additionally, affective responses to work (i.e., stress, reduced
commitment, job satisfaction), in particular, have been shown to contribute to special education
attrition.
Microsystem
Within the microsystem, teacher and student characteristics are considered to be variables
attributed to special education attrition. Teacher characteristics, including age, experience, race,
gender, certification, and initial preparation, have been correlated with special educator attrition.
Identified student characteristics impacting special educator attrition include attitude, discipline,
motivation, socioeconomic conditions, and classification.
Teacher characteristics. Before a teacher initially enters a classroom, certain characteristics and
factors will have already contributed to their likelihood of attrition. Brownell and Smith (1993)
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referred to these as historical factors, while Billingsley (1993) denoted them as personal factors.
Either way, these “relatively unalterable factors” (Conley & You, 2017, p. 522) contribute to
attrition.
Age and experience. The research refers to special educator attrition, as it pertains to age, as a Ushape: young teachers (under 30) and older teachers are more likely to move or leave (either side
of the U), while middle-aged teachers are more likely to stay (bottom of the U) (Billingsley,
2004; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). This U-shape could be attributed to personal factors that are
more likely to influence teachers’ decisions to leave early or later in their career (e.g., retirement,
starting a family, economic situation) (Billingsley, 2004) and the fact that middle-aged teachers
may be better able to adapt to and cope with the stresses of the job, in contrast with their younger
counterparts (Brownell & Smith, 1993). Teachers under the age of 30 were found to be “twice as
likely to leave the job” (Conley & You, p. 523). Billingsley (2004) states that the only
demographic factor to which attrition is consistently attributed to special education is age.
The literature notes that teachers with more experience are more effective (Billingsley,
2004; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). The relationship between experience and attrition has
primarily been examined in terms of the number of years of experience teachers have when they
leave, rather than how their level of experience or what particular experiences impacted their
decision. Lesh et al. (2017), however, conducted a qualitative study in which they discovered
that some special educators feel increased commitment to both their students and their job due to
their experience. The probability of turnover is highest in a teacher’s first three years of teaching,
regardless of his or her age (Gilmour & Wehby, 2019).
Gender and race. Research indicates that male special educators have higher rates of attrition,
reporting that “male, younger, and uncertified special education teachers were more likely to
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have an intention to leave as compared to female, older, and certified teachers” (Conley & You,
p. 533). Although males and females return to the classroom at the same rate, female teachers
have a higher rate of actual attrition than males (Sindelar et al., 2010). Billingsley and Bettini
(2019) referenced the disparities in information regarding special education attrition and gender
in their literature review.
Concerning race and ethnicity, teachers of color have historically left the classroom more
often than White teachers (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). However, a review of
recent special education attrition literature demonstrated that there is not “sufficient evidence to
determine whether this is the case among special educators” (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019, p.
728). One study (Billingsley, 2007) determined that in urban districts, 80% of White (European
American) special education teachers left their positions. Ingersoll & May (2011) echoed this
sentiment providing further evidence that, in general education, White teachers are significantly
more likely to leave schools that serve students of color from predominately high poverty homes.
Teachers of color have historically and disproportionally taught in low-income, minoritymajority schools, and are significantly more likely to have achieved certification through an
alternative route (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). Low income, minority-majority
schools, and alternatively certified teachers are all factors associated with teacher attrition.
However, there could be more factors to consider, namely, that White teachers may have
different beliefs about education than their students of color, and teachers of color may have
different career potential perspectives than White teachers. For example, a 2012 study showed
that White educators had negative beliefs about African American families in schools (Delpit,
2012). Another qualitative study produced interviews revealing that White teachers predicted
there would be greater behavioral problems and less academic achievement in classes that had
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more African American students (Puchner & Markowitz, 2015). Further research into the effects
of different cultures between special educators and their students on special educator attrition is
still needed. Additionally, further research into perceived career options across races is needed.
Certification and preparation. A study of the landscape of special education certification
determined that it is clear that there is a “high degree of variability” in current state special
educator licensure structures (Sindelear et al., 2019, p. 113). Some states offer moderate or
severe certifications, while others offer collaborative special education, autism or severe
intellectual disabilities, learning, and behavior specialist, severe-profound/multiple disabilities,
severely intellectually disabled, multi-categorical, intensive special education, adapted
curriculum, or mentally impaired certifications (Sindelear et al., 2019). Conley and You (2017)
found that special educators with any certificate were more likely to stay in their positions than
those without proper certification. However, current research has not addressed specific
certifications and their impact on special educator attrition.
By virtue of significant research, associations between the individual’s initial preparation,
a full teaching certificate, and special educator attrition (e.g., Billingsley & Bettini, 2017;
Conneley & Graham, 2008) became are more measurable. Teachers with more than ten weeks of
student teaching experience had a 21% probability of attrition (80% of these teachers were still
in the profession after their first year), while teachers with less than ten weeks of student
teaching experience had a 37% chance of attrition (63% of these teachers were still in their
positions after their first year) (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Special educators with a dual
certification in special education and general education had an attrition rate of 28% (Billingsley
& Bettini, 2019), most likely because of increased career advancement options. Teachers that
obtained their teaching certificate through a traditional program are significantly more likely to
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remain in teaching than those who obtain their certificate through a “fast-track” (p. 3) alternative
preparation program (Gilmour & Wehby, 2019). Sindelear et al. (2010) attributed this retention
to increased commitment among traditionally certified teachers.
Student Characteristics. Although students are the main factor that keeps some special
education teachers in their positions (Lesh et al., 2017), certain student characteristics are
associated with higher special educator attrition rates. Students’ attitudes,
disengagement/motivation, discipline problems, and socioeconomic/human conditions lead to
higher rates of special educator attrition (Conley & You, 2017); specifically, poor
socioeconomic/human conditions decreased commitment as teachers felt defeated by their
inability to overcome the considerable obstacles that came with these environments. Gilmour and
Wehby (2019) investigated specific student disability classifications and their impact on teacher
turnover. Students with Emotional/Behavioral Disorders (EBD's) were associated with higher
levels of special educator attrition, and higher percentages of students in a classroom having
learning disabilities were associated with lower levels of special educator attrition (Gilmour and
colleagues, 2019).
Mesosystem
The variables of special educator attrition attributed to the mesosystem include work
conditions, job design, support, and collegiality. The interaction between teacher and student
characteristics and the variables in the mesosystem can bolster or diminish a special educator’s
job satisfaction, commitment, and intent to stay in their position. For example, a teacher with a
particularly challenging caseload may find support through their coworkers and administrator to
help them experience more success with those students and less burnout. Supportive
administrators can help alleviate some of the stress that special educators experience by
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providing additional resources (e.g., paraprofessionals and related service provider support), as
well as by decreasing other non-teaching demands (e.g., bus duty, scheduling conferences).
Work Conditions. The overall number of students for whom a special educator is responsible
also contributes to attrition (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Billingsley (2007) found that 33% of
teachers leaving a large urban school district were doing so due to class size and caseload, while
24% of those teachers attributed their decision to leave to the paperwork associated with their
class size and caseload. Fifty-seven percent of teachers reported that their desire to leave special
education was associated with the size and complexity of their caseloads (Kaff, 2004).
Often, the number of students and the complexity of a particular teacher’s caseload are
the result of the service delivery model of the school. The demands placed on a special educator
“vary substantially” (p. 707) depending on the model and the characteristics of the students
placed in his or her classroom (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Some schools employ a model
where a special education teacher and general education teacher co-teach. Other schools have
implemented a model where a dually certified teacher performs the jobs of both the special and
general education teacher. Certain schools have a combination of these models, while others
(special schools) have self-contained classrooms. The particular model that a school employs
determines most teaching assignments within that school.
Teachers in the co-teaching role struggle with the role ambiguity that comes with being a
supporting teacher, often in several subjects and with grade levels each day. Teachers in the dual
certified system struggle with the role ambiguity that comes with being a special educator tasked
with differentiating and supporting students with special needs and a general educator providing
instruction to students without disabilities, all in the same classroom, simultaneously. Teachers
in the self-contained model often teach multiple grade levels and subjects, leaving them feeling
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frustrated by the ambiguity that several roles bring. These struggles with role ambiguity plague
the special education attrition research (e.g., Billingsley, 1993, 2004; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019;
Brownell & Smith, 1992).
As special educators are primarily responsible for the implementation and development
of all of their students’ Individualized Education Plans (IEPs), they must coordinate with general
educators, therapists, paraprofessionals, related service providers, and more to provide the full
variety of services that any particular student in their class requires (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
Also, special educators have the responsibilities and demands of other educators in their
buildings. Often, special educators must attend grade-level meetings for several grades, subject
meetings for multiple subjects, frequent IEP meetings, and more without additional time in the
day in comparison to their general education counterparts. Likewise, non-teaching
responsibilities, such as paperwork and attending meetings, also contribute significantly to
special education attrition (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
Job Design. Researchers have used role theory, which states that an individual’s role within a
system is defined by an agreed-upon purpose (Biddle, 1986), as a lens through which to
understand the roles and frustrations surrounding the plight of special education (Bettini et al.,
2019). Such research revealed dissonance between special educators’ actual daily work and their
ideal roles (Bettini et al., 2019). Further research found that only 37% of a special educator’s
time is spent on instruction while the rest of their day is occupied by additional, non-instructional
responsibilities that require substantial time and energy (Vannest & Hagan-Burke, 2010). Special
educators have reported that their behavioral role is bolstered while their academic role is often
unsupported (Bettini et al., 2019). Additionally, special educators identified several core roles
that they considered critical to their jobs: i.e., supporting students’ behavior, using incentive
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systems providing physical safety and comfort, cording with paraprofessionals, building
relationships, ensuring consistency, building relationships with parents and outside service
providers, planning for and dealing with emergencies, teaching social skills, supporting
paraprofessionals’ instructions, and supporting their students’ movement to inclusive settings
(Bettini et al., 2019). These roles, however, were not represented in their evaluations (Fowler et
al., 2019).
Though somewhat limited in its methodology, one study that utilized focus groups
consisting of pre-service special educators, novice special educators, and administrators,
revealed that in attempts to support special educators, administrators often end up giving special
educators additional administrative tasks (Hagaman & Casey, 2017). Additionally, when asked
what roles special educators have, the same focus groups named vastly different responsibilities
(Hagaman & Casey, 2017). Lending credence to this finding, the sentiment is echoed by Bettini
et al. (2019), “there may be a disconnect between administrators’ and researchers’ perceptions of
special educators’ roles and their actual daily work” (p. 178). These role and expectation
inconsistencies lead to frustration, increased burnout (Gersten et al., 2001), and eventual attrition
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Specifically, “A poorly designed job can affect teachers in
negative ways, leading to withdraw[al] from involvement in the job and eventual decisions to
leave the position or the field” (Gersten et al., 2001, p. 551). Administrators can mitigate these
adverse effects by modifying job designs to emphasize the strengths of educators, structuring
opportunities for collaboration, and providing space for educators to effectively fulfill their roles
(Gersten et al., 2001).
Support. The support that a special educator receives from related service providers,
paraprofessionals, colleagues, parents, the community, and administration is paramount in
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mitigating the variables that lead to attrition (Kaff, 2004). The inherent nature of special
education requires reliance on multiple stakeholders. This reliance requires additional
administrative support of special educators to coordinate professionals and services for their
students (Youngs, Jones, & Low, 2011). Special educators working in buildings with greater
numbers of administrative support indicated greater intent to stay (Albrecht et al., 2009;
Billingsley, 2004). An environment within which administrators are “encouraging and
supportive” of their special educators (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019), has been positively linked to
special educators’ intent to stay, work commitment, job satisfaction, and career commitment; the
extent of this relationship, however, was not reported (Conley & You, 2017).
Other research has characterized administrative support as being appreciative, trusting,
providing opportunities for growth, non-judgmental (Cancio et al., 2013), helpful (Berry, 2012),
or providing opportunities for involvement in decision making (Prather-Jones, 2011). As such,
administrative support is the most researched variable related to special educator attrition, with
many researchers hypothesizing that high levels of administrative support foster other types of
support within a school (Billingsley et al., 2017). However, as researchers have varied
definitions of administrative support, generalizations based on the body of research are
unreliable. Further research into establishing a concrete definition of administrative support is
needed so that its impact on attrition and other variables that lead to attrition can be properly
examined.
Collegiality. Administrators are often the leaders of a school’s culture, that culture is defined as
the “underlying social norms, values, and assumptions about schools, students, and about how
teachers should act” (Billingsley and Bettini, 2019, p. 719). Administrators that prioritize
collegiality, shared responsibility (Berry, 2012), and student achievement foster school cultures
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that have been linked to higher rates of retention and teachers who perceive themselves as being
more effective (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Although administrators often struggle with
understanding the complex nature of special education (Steinbrecher et al., 2015), their impact
on school culture and ultimately collective or shared responsibility is an integral part of special
educator retention (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019)
Similar to the significance of administrative support to special educator retention, the
support that a special educator receives from related service providers, paraprofessionals,
colleagues, parents, the community, and administration is paramount in mitigating the variables
that lead to attrition. Special educators that perceive support and collective responsibility in
executing their roles are more committed to their schools (not as true for general educators), and
their teaching assignment (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). “Collective responsibility” was
associated with stronger work and career commitment and job satisfaction (Conley & You, 2017;
Jones et al., 2013). “Shared responsibility” was associated with a higher intent to stay in special
education (Berry, 2012). Though much research has been conducted on administrative support
and its impact on school culture and attrition (e.g., Albrecht et al., 2009; Billingsley, 2004; Kaff,
2004), there is insufficient knowledge about the exact function of administrative support as it
relates to collegial support. Additionally, research has yet to address the exact definition,
function, and importance of collegiality in the special education community. This review will
explore existing research surrounding collegiality and collective responsibility in a proceeding
section.
Exosystem
As far back as 1999, Miller and colleagues reported that “school district characteristics,
as well as state and federal educational policies, mediate a teacher's interactions in the
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microsystem and mesosystem” (para. 20). The characteristics of the communities within which a
school resides influence special educator attrition, as well.
Federal, State, and District Policies. Federal policies such as No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
and IDEA lead to increased responsibilities being placed on special education teachers. Districts
often have policies and procedures that are designed to decrease litigation (Miller et al., 1999).
Unfortunately, many of these policies also serve to increase the pressure on special education
teachers, causing them to feel overwhelmed and leaving less time to work with students. In
contrast, federal teacher loan forgiveness programs incentivize teaching in low-income schools,
especially in critical areas (e.g., special education, math, science), significantly reducing special
educator attrition (Feng & Sass, 2017) by helping to alleviate some of the pressures of student
loan debt repayment.
District Characteristics. Similar to teacher and student characteristics, district characteristics
contribute to special educator attrition. As mentioned previously, higher instances of poverty and
minority students lead to higher levels of special educator attrition (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019;
Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). However, a significant universal characteristic of
any district impacting attrition is teacher pay. Research has shown that a bonus of $1,200 can
significantly reduce special educator attrition (a 32.2% reduction in the likelihood of leaving)
(Feng & Sass, 2017). Carver-Thomas and Darling-Hammond (2017) found that 16% of special
educators reported that a better salary was a reason for leaving their positions (13% of general
educators reported the same), and as salary increases, attrition decreases. Goldring et al. (2014)
determined that 43.5% of teachers that left the profession did so to find a position outside of
teaching with a better salary. Interestingly, when controlling for other factors, Goldring et al.
(2014) found that when the maximum salary in a district was greater than $72,000, teachers are
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20 to 31 percent less likely to leave their school than teachers in districts with a maximum salary
under $60,000, even when the teachers were not at the experience levels to attain the high salary
yet. Further, teachers serving urban communities were more likely to move, and rural teachers
were more likely to leave the profession (Goldring et al., 2014).
Community. A 2019 study examining school district revenues based on socioeconomic and
racial characteristics at the state and national level revealed glaring inconsistencies in school
funding levels (Sibilia et al., 2019). Urban public school students receive an average of $2,100
less in funding per year than rural public school students. Sibilia and colleagues (2019) attributed
this disparity to local control, the concept that a local community is solely responsible for
providing educational resources for its pupils. Local control has allowed communities to draw
the borders of their districts based on their needs, without oversight from the federal government.
Because nearly 60% of non-White students are enrolled in urban districts, non-White students
often attend schools with significantly fewer resources (Sibilia et al., 2019). Additionally,
predominately White districts in the United States typically serve 1,500 students, while
predominately non-White districts serve over 10,000 students (Sibilia et al., 2019). The average
White school district receives $2,226 more than the average non-White school per student
(Sibilia et al., 2019). Even when the socioeconomic status of the community is controlled for,
White students still receive nearly $1,500 more than non-White students.
Conversely, Chingos and Blagg (2017) determined that in many states, the association
between per-student property wealth and average family income is weak at best. Chingos and
Blagg (2017) note, however, that funding formulas in cities often include nonresidential
properties in measures of property wealth. Due to the limitations of Sibilia et al.’s (2019)
research and the contradictory findings of Chingos and Blagg (2017), further research in this area
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is necessary. Additionally, this research must be extended to include special education student
subgroups within each racial and environmental analysis.
Ultimately, the discrepancies in access to funding and resources among non-White,
White, urban, and rural districts play a role in influencing the environment within which special
educators teach and contribute to attrition. Billingsley (2007) posited that urban schools were
more frequently associated with safety and discipline problems, which contributed to general and
special educator attrition. Berry (2012) added that rural special educators might have smaller
class sizes and caseloads but still struggle with getting the support necessary to provide services
for special education students due to a lack of access to resources. Rural special educators,
however, “may be in a unique position to benefit from the qualities of cooperation and
collaboration fostered in rural communities” (Berry, 2012, p. 4).
Rural communities inherently have less access to qualified special education candidates.
Research has illuminated a trend among novice teachers, whereby they tend to choose positions
near their high schools and universities (Sindelear et al., 2018). Rural communities having fewer
universities, and fewer high schools, and, thus, have less access to teacher candidates.
Additionally, “fewer graduates of rural high schools go on to college, particularly 4-year
colleges” (Sindelear et al., 2018, p. 15). As a 4-year degree is a minimum requirement for HQ
special educator certification, rural schools are again at a disadvantage.
Macrosystem
Macrosystem variables attributed to special educator attrition include economic
conditions and perceptions about the learner, teachers, and schools. This system encompasses the
first three, and, thus, these variables impact every aspect of the aforementioned systems.
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Economic Conditions. The current economic landscape of a country contributes to many factors
of satisfaction for its citizenry. As mentioned above, bonuses and increasing salaries decrease
attrition (e.g., Feng & Sass, 2017). However, when a country is experiencing a recession or
economic downturn, bonuses and pay increases are not only unlikely, but increases in layoffs and
even salary decreases are a part of reality. These layoffs decrease the workforce in a given
building, causing already overworked educators to overcompensate. Additionally, the perceived
career options available to an individual decrease when faced with the threat to job security
(Brownell & Smith, 1993). The uncertainty associated with poor economic conditions
contributes to a whole host of interconnected attrition variables, the exact extents of which have
yet to be studied. Conversely, in a time of prosperity, there may be increased opportunities for
special educators as new positions are created, and districts have additional funding for special
programs.
The Great Recession of 2008 caused the housing market to decline (Dewey et al., 2017),
leading to decreases in home value and, thus, property taxes. As property taxes are a significant
source of income for public schools, the Great Recession caused a repressed job market for
educators (Sindelar et al., 2018). After the Great Recession, “teacher pipelines went dry,” most
likely due to the poor job market (Sindelar et al., 2018, p. 13). Between 2009 and 2012, more
than 200,000 prospective teacher enrollments were lost, a 30.4% decline. Sindelar and
colleagues’ (2018) examination of the impact of NCLB and the Great Recession on rural schools
determined that rural schools did not recover as well as urban schools in terms of special
education, with a mere 2% growth in HQ special educators.
Before 1930, local school districts and the state were solely responsible for funding
schools (Chingos & Blagg, 2017). However, by 1980 nearly 10% of school funding was
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supplemented by the federal government. Percentages of funding from the state versus the
district vary substantially from state to state within the United States; the percentage of funding
from the federal government varies year to year based on economic conditions and federal
policies (Chingos & Blagg, 2017). Districts raise funding through multiple avenues, one of
which is called a referendum. Referendums require local taxpayers to vote to increase their taxes
to provide additional funding to the schools (Seelig, 2017). During times of economic duress,
referendums become more challenging to pass, causing schools to go without funding that is
critical to their operations.
Perceptions About the Learner, Teacher, and Schools. Currently, society appreciates the
differences between learners, and thus, funding is provided for special programs to help support
teachers and students (Lewis, 2017). However, before the passing of the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act in 1975, there was no law protecting the rights of children with
special needs. Over the last 45 years, additional legislation (i.e., IDEA, NCLB) has been put in
place to ensure that, as a nation, the U.S. is serving all of its learners (Carina, 2017). Perceptions
about learners, teachers, and schools lead to this legislation, which provides critical funding for
our schools.
Additionally, practices of inclusion versus exclusion have evolved rapidly in recent years
(Carina, 2017). The transition to an inclusive model has had an impact on education throughout
all of the systems previously outlined and is the direct result of shifting perceptions about
schools, teachers, and learners. Because of these paradigm shifts, more special education
students are being provided with services alongside their general education peers than ever
before (Gilmour & Wehby, 2019).
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Affective Reactions to Work
Over time, work problems such as those listed above, lead to adverse affective reactions
(Billingsley, 2004), burnout (Sharp Donahoo et al., 2018), and negative emotional responses to
work (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Burnout is associated with workplace illness, traumatic
stress, missed work (Sharp Donahoo et al., 2018), and decreased student outcomes (Gilmour &
Wehby, 2019). Though some research has addressed mitigating these adverse reactions and
responses (Sharp Donahoo et al., 2018; Rahmati et al., 2018), special educators often continue to
struggle with emotional regulation, stress management, and other contributors to burnout and,
ultimately, attrition (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Specific responses and reactions include stress,
reduced commitment (organizational and professional), and reduced job satisfaction (Billingsley,
2004).
Between 13 and 27 percent of special educators indicated stress contributed to decreased
commitment and increased attrition (Berry et al., 2011; Billingsley, 2007; Billingsley & Bettini,
2019; Hagaman & Casey, 2018; Kaff, 2004). One study even reported that 80% of those that left
teaching reported a “great deal of stress” (p. 49) from “bureaucratic requirements,” “conflicting
expectations, goals, and directives” and “the range of students’ needs and abilities” (Billingsley,
2019, p. 49). Commitment, “a strong belief in acceptance of an organization’s/profession’s goals
and values” as well as “a willingness to exert significant effort on behalf of the organization/
profession” and “a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization/profession”
(Billingsley, 2004, p. 50) is inextricably tied to retention. Factors such as school demographics,
student characteristics (disability, behavior, socioeconomic status), administrative support,
autonomy, collective responsibility (cooperative effort among staff members), and collegial
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support (Conley & You, 2017; Jones et al., 2013) contribute significantly to work and career
commitment as well as job satisfaction.
Attrition Interventions
Recent research has explored many routes for mitigating special educator attrition.
Cooley and Yavanoff (1996) analyzed the impact of stress management workshops and peercollaboration programs on special educator attrition and determined that the interventions proved
effective in improving satisfaction and commitment. Increasing spirituality in the workplace
through a sense of community and purpose leads to increased workplace commitment for special
educators (Rahmati et al., 2018). Sharp Donahoo et al. (2018) attempted to address compassion
fatigue and stress in special educators through mindfulness and prayer. They found that the use
of alternative therapies, presentations on stress, compassion satisfaction, prayer, social support,
and mindfulness improved perceived stress scores (Donahoo et al., 2018). Providing special
educators with bonuses increases satisfaction, commitment, and decreases attrition (Feng and
Sass, 2017). However, a meta-analysis of interventions aimed at reducing teacher burnout
conducted by Iancu et al. (2017) found that most interventions, though impactful, had only small
levels of effectiveness.
Concerns regarding the limited effectiveness of prescribed interventions for special
education attrition are rooted in the belief that “there is a mismatch between expectations or
perceptions” (p. 279) among those that are moving away from and leaving the profession and
those that surround them in the mesosystems (Hagaman & Casey, 2017). Further research into
perceptions of collegiality surrounding special educators can provide administrators with insights
that would allow for the development of more effective attrition interventions.
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Collegiality
As previously discussed, collegiality is a recurring theme in attrition literature. However,
current research into educator perceptions of collegiality, and a definitive definition of
collegiality is limited. This section will provide an examination of current literature relating to
collegiality in an attempt to define collegiality, determine its components and dimensions, and
provide an understanding of how it is measured. Additionally, this section provides a discussion
of the benefits of collegiality for general and special educators.
Definition
A true exploration of collegiality would start far outside of any classroom. While
educators in the past have worked in isolation and are only recently beginning to value
collaboration and collegiality (Fullan, 2007), non-educational organizations have long
understood the value of collegiality for over a century. The origin of collegiality can be traced
back to the Roman Catholic Church in 1887, where bishops used the term to describe the sharing
of collective authority and power among colleagues (de Letter, 1963). Researchers in medicine
(Petro, 1992), sociology (Durkheim, 1983), and organizational theory (Lazega, 2005), among
other fields, have expanded on the definition of collegiality; including concepts such as
collective responsibility, social contracts and obligation, and positioning collegiality across from
bureaucracy. By the turn of the 21st century, researchers had begun to describe collegiality as a
full organizational form within knowledge-intensive organizations (Lazega, 2005).
Meanwhile, in education, collegiality has remained “somewhat problematic, as it is illdefined, overused, and open to multiple interpretations” (Harris & Anthony, 2001, p. 372).
Further research continues to shed more light on the importance of collegiality as teachers move
from more isolationist models to the collaborative, co-teaching models seen today (Shah, 2012).
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Jazabkowski (2002) defined collegiality as “teachers’ involvement with their peers on any level,
be it intellectual, moral, political, social and/or emotional” (p. 2). López-Estrada and Koyama
(2010) researched Mexican American special educators who added that collegiality is a
combination of administrative support and collaborative relationships with peers, administrators,
special educators, general educators, support staff, and other stakeholders; in short, collegiality is
a sense of family (López-Estrada & Koyama, 2010). Hence, the concept of collegiality has been
expanded to include relationships, shared responsibility, and an understanding of collaborators’
roles and responsibilities (Berry, 2012). Collegiality is “an opportunity to involve many
individuals in solving the complex education problems of modern times” (Shah, 2012, p. 1244).
Benefits of Collegiality
Hargreaves (1995), a leading teacher collegiality researcher, listed eleven benefits of
authentic collaboration among school staff: continuous learning, improved effectiveness, moral
support, reduced overload, increased capacity for reflection, political assertiveness, opportunities
to learn, increased efficiency, synchronized time perspectives between administrators and
teachers, organizational responsiveness, and collective professional wisdom. Several decades of
research (e.g., Barth, 2006; DuFour, 2004; Goddard et al., 2007; Jarzabkowski, 2003) have
expanded this list, consistently underlining the importance of “strong collegial relationships to
school improvement and success” (Shah, 2012, p. 1242). Further review of the literature
surrounding collegiality in schools revealed four recurring themes: organizational effectiveness,
teacher effectiveness, teacher attrition, and student achievement. As seen in the diagram below,
these themes are interrelated.
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Figure 2
Benefits of Collegiality in Education

Organizational Effectiveness. Organizations that have a more collaborative approach can meet
a greater range of demands (Shah, 2012), and implement change (Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015)
more effectively. Schools whose culture are based on principles of trust, openness, and
collegiality are consistently determined to be more effective (Barth, 2006; DuFour, 2004; Shah,
2012), better able to improve (Lewis, 2002), and have more supportive staff (Gersten et al.,
2001) than schools without such principles. Schools implementing (Peer Learning Centers)
PLCs, frequent teacher collaboration, reflective dialogue, common planning, and shared norms
are four times as likely to improve student academic outcomes (Lewis, 2002). Collegiality
increases the perception of fit among teachers, which in turn influences teacher effectiveness,
retention, and student success (Jones et al., 2013). As these factors are positively influenced, the
organizational effectiveness of the school increases (Barth, 1990). Building support and
collegiality are consistently identified in the literature as the most critical characteristic of any
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successful educational organization (Barth, 2006; Gersten et al., 2001; Goddard et al., 2007;
Jarzbkowski, 2003).
Teacher Effectiveness. Organizational theory models support the assertion that colleagues
perform better when provided opportunities to collaborate (Lazega, 2005). These theories view
“authentic teamwork as an essential characteristic of the successful organization” in which
members “interact regularly to share their ideas and expertise, and develop a common
understanding of organizational goals and the means to their attainment” (Shah, 2012, p. 1242).
When a school fosters a collegial culture, through structures such as PLCs, teachers are provided
a space where they can collaborate, exchange ideas, share resources, discuss new strategies,
build relationships, and support one another. Strong norms of collegiality have been linked to
increased material and information exchange (Grossman & Thompson, 2004); improved teacher
development and growth (Jarzabkowski, 2003; Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015; Owen, 2014;
Retallick & Butt, 2004); heightened levels of enthusiasm, innovation, job satisfaction,
adaptability, and teacher professionalism; willingness to modify classroom practice and sense of
belonging; openness to new methods and ideas (Shah, 2012); greater amounts of trust; higher
morale; improved communication (Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2001); a
sense of community and inter-dependence (Jarzabowski, 2002); and reduced burnout and
emotional stress (Shah, 2012).
Research supports the conception that collegiality is essential to teacher effectiveness (Bettini
et al., 2019). One study of a large North Carolina school district found that collegial and
professional support were the most significant contributors to improvements in teacher efficacy
(Billingsley, 2020). Teachers in supportive, collegial environments receive the emotional support
that helps them manage demands (Grossman & Thompson, 2004), and cope with complex and
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rapidly evolving roles and situations (Shah, 2012). Collegial work environments facilitate
collective idea generation, greater repertories of expertise and experience, positive attitudes, and
allow teachers to share the load (Shah, 2012). Increased teacher collegiality empowers teachers
to problem-solve, take risks to meet student needs, share responsibility, and develop their
weaknesses into strengths (Goddard et al., 2007). Several researchers use this sense of
empowerment to describe the concept of collective capacity, which refers to teachers’ increased
ability when they function together as a team (Goddard & Skrla, 2006; Kelly & Cherkowski,
2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Collective capacity and overall raised efficiency effect increases
in teachers’ perception of self-efficacy, as well as their actual efficacy (Goddard & Skrla, 2006).
Evidence points to collaborative school cultures as having the “strongest associations with
teachers’ self-efficacy and job satisfaction” (Hargreaves, 2019, p. 604).
Induction and mentoring structures within the school setting provide an environment in
which less-experienced teachers can learn from and collaborate with experienced teachers.
Novice teachers rely on collegial relationships for guidance. These relationships help new
teachers to make sense of their roles (Billingsley et al., 2019) and navigating school structures
(Grossman & Thompson, 2004). A longitudinal study of 57 novice teachers found that having a
mentor gave first-year-teachers access to professional expertise, relationships with staff, and
socialization opportunities (Billingsley et al., 2019). This access to on-demand support decreased
attrition rates and increased teacher efficacy (Billingsley et al., 2019). As a result, improved
teacher performance is directly related to student success, organizational effectiveness, and
teacher attrition.
Teacher Attrition. When teachers work for an organization that prioritizes collegiality, they
begin to reap all of the benefits outlined above. In turn, teacher attrition decreases as
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commitment and satisfaction increase (Abdallah, 2009; Billingsley et al., 2019). Additionally,
increased collegiality leads to workload sharing in the form of co-planning and co-teaching
(Jarzabkowski, 2003). Sharing the load allows teachers to spend more time focusing on student
achievement, personal development, and colleague support (Abdallah, 2009). Supportive
environments allow teachers to receive emotional support, which helps them to maintain energy
and enthusiasm for teaching (Grossman & Thompson, 2004). These environments breed flexible
teachers that are better equipped to handle the demands of teaching (Abdallah, 2009).
Lack of access to collegial relationships has been linked to increased emotional stress,
burnout, and decreased job satisfaction and adaptability (Abdallah, 2009; Shah, 2012). Half of
the outgoing teachers cited isolation from other teachers and colleagues as one of the main
reasons for leaving (Abdallah, 2009). Another study, conducted throughout California’s public
schools, corroborated these findings; outgoing teachers stated that an absence of teamwork and
collaboration was a major reason for departing (Futernick, 2007). Conversely, returning teachers
indicated that collegiality was the number one factor contributing to teacher retention (Futernick,
2007).
Research shows that the sense of belonging, respect, and being a valued member of a
team that comes along with collegial environments influences teacher career commitment and
motivation (Shah, 2012). For new teachers, entering a collegial culture provides stability,
comfort, and togetherness, which fosters confidence (Abdallah, 2009; Guarino et al., 2004). For
these reasons, collegiality decreases levels of attrition.
Student Achievement. Teachers that work together are more effective. Effective, in education,
equates to increased student achievement. The “profound benefit” (Hargreaves, 2019, p. 608) of
collegiality for student achievement is well documented in the literature (e.g., Chance & Segura,
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2009; Garmston & Wellman, 2003; Goddard et al., 2007; Kelly and Cherkowski, 2015; Shah,
2012). Teacher consistency across teams, grade levels, and buildings lead to a decrease in
negative student behaviors and an increase in academic achievement (Goddard et al., 2007).
In schools with greater collegiality, the students have less distracting behaviors due to a
clear understanding of expectations (Inger, 1993). Multiple studies on behavior problems in
schools have shown that teaming is a mitigating factor (Crow & Pounder, 1997; Pounder, 1999).
When distracting behaviors decrease, teachers can spend more time teaching; increasing learning
opportunities, and ultimately academic outcomes for all students (Goddard et al., 2007).
Research has demonstrated that schools with a focus on collegiality obtain higher
achievement scores (Goddard et al., 2007; Leana & Pil, 2006). Student success is more likely
when teacher teams share responsibility, control over resources, and accountability (Goddard et
al., 2007). Student success is less likely in buildings where individual teacher autonomy and
control are more prevalent (Goddard et al., 2007). Research dating back to the 1980s has
indicated that collaborative cultures result in higher achievement in core subjects (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Day et al., 2007; Leana, 2011; Rosenholtz, 1989). One such study determined
that even when student and school characteristics are controlled, “teacher collaboration for
school improvement was a significant positive predictor of differences among schools in student
achievement” (Goddard et al., 2007, p. 890). In summary, collaborating teachers are more
committed to their students (Shah, 2012), and are consistently associated with improved student
outcomes.
Whether one uses organizational theory to characterize a school as a group of people
moving toward a mutual goal, change theory to rationalize how schools evolve to meet their
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goals, or any number of social theories to describe how individuals collaborate to grow, it is
evident that collegiality is essential to the functioning of any school.
Collegiality in Inclusion
In the late 1980s, inclusion became the focus of special education (Lewis et al., 2017). As
schools across the country transitioned to the inclusive model, the relationship between special
and general educators was restructured. Before inclusion, special education teachers often taught
students with disabilities, in separate buildings entirely apart from general education teachers
who taught general education students. However, the advent of inclusion required teachers’
traditional roles and responsibilities to be entirely reconstructed. Special and general educators
were now expected to begin collaborating with general educators to provide services for all
students within the general education setting (Kaff, 2004). In some states, special educators
would now be responsible for both the role of general and special educators, simultaneously.
A survey of 400 Kansas special educators in 2004 provided some feedback on the
restructuring. Over 50% of the special educators surveyed reported that they were not getting the
support they needed from administrators and general education colleagues (Kaff, 2004).
Participants agreed that they would prefer working in a collegial environment, or one where the
principal at least supported collegiality, so that general educators would be “more willing to
work together to meet the student needs” (Kaff, 2004, p. 12). Over half of these participants also
described a desire for more opportunities to collaborate with general education peers (Kaff,
2004). Nearly one-quarter of the participants reported that their colleagues fail to recognize what
they do; another 50% stating that general education teachers need to know more about the roles
and responsibilities of special educators, and special education programs (Kaff, 2004). Though
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methodologically limited, this study elucidated the increased need for collegiality in the special
education community.
Further research analyzes the structural reasons for needing more collegiality in special
education, starting with DeMik (2008), who identified the interactions between collegiality and
role conflict. Special educators are in a situation where they must collaborate with general
education peers but have no authority or time to structure this collaboration. As some of DeMik’s
(2008) participants shared, many of the general education teachers they needed to collaborate
with had a “your kids, not my kids” attitude, which left special educators with feelings of
isolation (Gersten et al., 2001), incompetence, and frustration. Because the education of students
with disabilities is a collaborative process that requires input and support from many
stakeholders (DeMik, 2008), special educators have the most to gain and the most to lose (Jones
et al., 2003) when it comes to collaboration and collegiality.
Special educators often have unique insights into the needs of their students, without time
to collaborate with peers. As a result, this information remains only with them rather than being
transferred to the general educators who share responsibility for the students’ well-being
(Goddard et al., 2007). When special educators are faced with especially challenging students,
teaching multiple grades or subjects, and fulfilling additional administrative tasks, they must rely
heavily upon relationships with general educators and administrators to get the job done. When
collegial relationships are not available, additional energy is required and it proves a struggle to
complete seemingly routine daily tasks (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). Conversely, increasing
collegial support improves retention and reduces burnout (Billingsley, 2004; Billingsley, 2020).
Several studies posited that a lack of collegial support is the leading cause of special educator
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burnout (Hakanen et al., 2006; Jennett et al., 2003; Leung & Lee, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004; Talmor et al., 2005).
Perception of fit and perceived support are influenced by collegial culture. Jones and
colleagues (2013) surveyed special and general education, k-8 teachers from eight school
districts in Michigan and Indiana; they found that for special educators, collegial support was
“highly predictive of commitment to assignment, yet for general education teachers this
association was small and nonsignificant” (Jones et al., 2013, p. 10). Among the special
education participants, perception of fit and perception of support from colleagues were strongly
related to commitment to school and predictive of commitment to the job (Jones et al., 2013).
Miller and colleagues (1999) reported consistent findings: collegial support was positively
correlated with staying at a school. Ironically, nearly one-quarter of special educators working
with behavioral disorders found the degree of collegial support wholly inadequate (George et al.,
1995).
Billingsley (2019) outlined several high-leverage practices for effective special
education: the first practice was that special educators must collaborate with families and
colleagues, facilitate meetings, and make decisions that capitalize on the expertise of the team.
Effective collaboration behaviors for special educators (i.e., planning, active listening, problemsolving, sharing ideas, negotiating) are essential to fostering relationships with colleagues
(Billingsley, 2019). However, Billingsley (2019) also recognized that special educators are not
frequently provided with sufficient time to conduct their work or collaborate. Though the need
for special educators to collaborate is agreed upon by researchers, they are frequently offered
minimal opportunities for collaboration (Gersten et al., 2001). Again, this disparity causes
isolation and frustration for special educators (Gersten et al., 2001).
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An additional challenge in establishing collegiality for special educators is lack of access
to other professionals with similar responsibilities or roles in the building and physical location
(Billingsley, 2020; Gersten et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2013). Frequently special educators are the
only teacher in their role in a building or grade level (Billingsley et al., 2019). With certifications
that cover several grade levels and subjects, special educators can find themselves belonging to
several PLCs and departments but with no time to collaborate with general education teachers on
those teams. Added to this, special educators who occupy roles that span several grade levels
often find themselves physically isolated from their teammates (Jones et al., 2013). Berry’s
(2012) research into perceived support for rural special educators revealed that special educators
have very limited access to special education team meetings, grade-level team meetings, and
other special educators in the district. Teachers who had the support of their colleagues were
better able to manage the needs of their students and achieved higher levels of satisfaction
(Berry, 2012). A study of Florida special educators revealed that physical proximity to general
education classrooms improved special educators’ perceptions of collaborative efficacy (Griffin
et al., 2009). The lack of supportive relationships available to special educators, however,
ultimately leads to decreases in commitment and increases in stress (Billingsley et al., 2004).
López-Estrada and Koyama’s (2010) research into the lived experiences of Mexican
American special educators revealed that collegiality was the strongest factor affecting a special
educator’s willingness to stay in special education. Another qualitative study drew from
Brownell and Smith’s (1993) framework to gain an understanding of special education teacher
retention (Lesh et al., 2017). Lesh et al. (2017) contributed a more personal identity to several of
the factors already outlined by Brownell and Smith’s review of the literature (e.g., experience,
student characteristics, support). Participants revealed great frustration with the lack of collegial
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support from general education teachers (Lesh et al., 2017). Hagaman & Casey (2017) utilized a
combination of methods, including questionnaires and focus groups, to contribute to the special
educator attrition body of knowledge. Focus groups comprised of novice special educators,
preservice teachers, and administrators identified engaging in mentoring, teaching-teams with
planned meeting times, and support from staff as supports that are critical to special educators’
success (Hagaman & Casey, 2017). These same focus groups unanimously identified a lack of
cooperation, support, and recognition from other teachers and administration as some of the main
reasons new special educators leave the field (Hagaman & Casey, 2017).
There is a great deal of research into the role of administrative support in special educator
attrition (Billingsley, 2004). Though this research focuses on collegial support, it is important to
note that administrators are primarily responsible for fostering the collegial environment in a
building (Billingsley, 2004). Gersten et al. (2001), contributed that there is value in examining
the level of support from a building level perspective rather than just looking at the support of a
single person. “Although administrators play important roles in supporting teachers, it is limiting
to think of support as something that one person provides and another receives” (Billingsley,
2004, p. 46). The reciprocity of support among service providers, parents, administrators,
paraprofessionals, special and general educators is key in creating a positive school climate
(Billingsley, 2004).
Though all educational environments would benefit from collegiality, conclusions drawn
from this research would indicate that collegial support is paramount to special education
(DeMik, 2008). Research has yet to explore perceptions of collegiality within the same
community. This research intends to address this gap by surveying special and general educators
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within the same population to gain an understanding of the status of collegiality among these
groups.
Collective Responsibility. Recalling the definition of collegiality provided above, members of
the Roman Catholic Church described collegiality as the sharing of collective authority and
power among colleagues (de Letter, 1963). In the modern age of special education, collective or
shared responsibility is critical to teacher (Jones et al., 2013) and student success (Goddard et al.,
2007).
The restructuring of special education to a more inclusive model has caused an increase
in the need for collaboration between special and general educators. Berry’s (2012) research into
perceived support for rural special educators revealed that collective responsibility was a theme
commonly mentioned among special educators: “teachers described a team approach and
collaborative effort where general educators, related service providers, admin, and special
educators worked together to provide services” (p. 9). Further data analysis revealed that shared
responsibility was linked to increased efficacy, satisfaction, and commitment among special
educators (Berry, 2012).
The vast and diverse responsibilities of a special educator (i.e., coordinating services for
students, communicating with support staff, developing education plans for all classes)
necessitate an increased focus on collective responsibility (Billingsley, 2004). When general
educators are equally invested in the success of students with disabilities, they are more likely to
collaborate with special educators, share resources (Billingsley, 2004), and seek to understand
the challenges of special education. In schools where special and general educators must
collaborate to write IEPs, there is an increased need for collegiality. Collegial relationships
between special and general educators allow the special educators to easily collect information
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from general educators for IEP writing, whereas a lack of collegial relationships cost special
educators additional time and energy to complete the same task (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019). In
organizations where collective responsibility is a norm, special educators are also better able to
manage their instructional responsibilities (Billingsley et al., 2004; Gersten et al., 2001; Jones et
al., 2013; Miller et al., 1999). They are also more committed to their students, positions, and
schools; have a greater perception of fit among their colleagues; and are better able to make use
of and access resources shared by colleagues (Jones et al., 2013).
An unwritten responsibility of special educators is to challenge general educator’s
perceptions of students with disabilities and their objections to the inclusion of students with
disabilities in the general education classroom (Billingsley, 2020). This additional responsibility
often leads to conflict with colleagues and can minimize collegial support (Mathews, Rodgers, &
Youngs, 2017).
Collective responsibility for the achievement of students with disabilities increases
academic gains in core subjects (Garmston & Wellman, 2003). Norms of shared responsibility
promote a positive learning environment that improves educational outcomes for general and
special education students (DeMik, 2008). General educators that do not share a sense of
collective responsibility for special education students impede the efforts of special educators to
write IEPs (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019) and help students access the curriculum (Billingsley,
2020).
Summary
What is known about educator attrition is that it does not occur in a vacuum, rather, it is
the result of any combination of many interrelated factors, as identified here. Brownell and
Smith’s (1992) framework neatly organized all of the known factors that contribute to special
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educator attrition into four systems: the microsystem (teacher and student characteristics); the
mesosystem (work conditions, job design, support, collegiality); the exosystem (federal, state,
and district policies, district characteristics); the macrosystem (economic conditions, perceptions
about the learner, teacher, and schools). Special educators experience affective reactions to their
work, which serves to exasperate further the attrition outlined in the systems. Historically,
schools and districts have attempted to mitigate special educator attrition through largely
ineffective mindfulness and stress management workshops.
It is also known that collegiality is beneficial to schools, educators, and teachers.
Additionally, collegiality and collective responsibility are critical to special educator retention.
Collegiality is a term referring to the collaboration and support that teachers experience in PLCs.
However, what remains unknown about special educator attrition is how exactly collegiality
impacts special educators’ decisions to leave their classrooms. The research also fails to define
collegiality in the special education context as no instrument has measured collegiality for
special educators. This research will address this gap in the literature by first establishing a clear
definition of collegiality through the literature, then using that definition and its measurement
instrument to determine perceptions of collegiality among special and general educators in the
same population. If a more collegial environment is necessary to keep special educators in their
positions, a baseline of collegiality must be established. This research will reveal patterns of
isolation or a lack of alignment in perceptions among special and general educators that could be
indicative of a larger school culture problem.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
Overview
This study will investigate the differences between perceptions of collegiality among
special and general educators from six Mid-Atlantic school districts. Chapter three discusses the
methodology and design of the research study, including the research questions, design structure,
procedures, participants, instrumentation, and data analysis used in this study.
Design
This quantitative causal-comparative study observed differences between pre-existing
groups. The groups in this study naturally occur without manipulation (Gall et al., 2007). A
casual-comparative design has “the purpose of explaining educational phenomena through the
study of cause-and-effect relationships” (Gall et al., 2007, p 306). This research will allow
tentative claims about causality to be made (Creswell, 2015). Causal-comparative studies call for
groups to be identified by a common, defining characteristic (Brewer & Kuhn, 2010) and seek to
identify differences between variables after an event has already occurred (Gall et al., 2007).
The independent variable in this research is teacher role (i.e., special or general
education). As a single concise definition is not available for special educators, this research will
use the following definition: special educators are those that teach any combination of special
and general education students or solely special education students (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019).
These teachers have a caseload of students for whom they are responsible for the writing,
managing, and implementing of Individualized Education Plans (IEP). General educators are
those that do not write, or case-manage IEPs, and do not primarily teach students with
disabilities. Educators will be recruited to participate using a nonprobability convenience
sampling method (Gravetter & Forzano, 2012).
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The dependent variable, perceptions of collegiality, consist of the sub-scales of the
Teacher Collegiality Scale (demonstrating mutual support and trust, observing one another
teaching, joint planning and assessment, sharing ideas and expertise, teaching each other,
developing curriculum together, sharing resources). Collegiality is defined as a “multidimensional concept” characterized by the presence of seven teacher behaviors in schools: (a)
demonstrating mutual support and trust among teachers; (b) observing one another engage in the
practice of teaching; (c) jointly planning and assessing teaching practices; (d) sharing ideas and
expertise; (e) teaching each other; (f) developing curriculum together; and (g) sharing resources
such as lesson plans, worksheets, and educational books (Shah, 2011, p. 14). The quality of
relationships among teachers as measured by trust, respect, norms of critical inquiry, and
improvement defines collegiality (Ning et al., 2015).
Research Question
RQ: Is there a difference in perceptions of collegiality as measured by the Teacher
Collegiality Sub-Scales between special and general education teachers?
Hypothesis
H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of collegiality as
measured by the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales between special and general education
teachers.
Participants and Setting
Population
The participants for this study were drawn from six school districts in the Mid-Atlantic
region of the United States. To ensure an adequate sample size for special and general educators,
multiple districts were selected from Delaware, Maryland, North Carolina, and Virginia.
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Table 1
Population Demographics

Students

District
1
3,764

District
2
18,000

District
3
40,879

District
4
9,889

District
5
72,950

District
6
15,414

Teachers

249

1,079

2,704

660

2,627

1,000

Locale

Rural:
Fringe

Rural:
Fringe

Suburb:
Large

Suburb:
Large

City:
Large

Suburb:
Large

White Teachers

87.04%

90%

77.19%

81.65%

60.30%

81.97%

79.69%

Black Teachers
Hispanic
Teachers
Female Teachers

8.91%

5%

2.38%

13.76%

32.80%

10.04%

12.15%

1.62%

3%

16.92%

1.99%

3.80%

4.53%

6.14%

73.68%

78%

82.16%

81.19%

76.70%

75.13%

77.81%

Male Teachers

26.32%

22%

17.84%

18.81%

23.30%

24.87%

22.19%

Teacher Salary
Expenditure per
Student
Students with
Disabilities
Student Teacher
Ratio
Community
Population
Median
Household
Income

$58,414

$56,360

$56,514

$64,783

$52,400

$67,372

$59,307

$14,294

$13,678

$12,675

$15,579

$10,378

$17,500

$14,283

5.6%

5.3%

4.7%

6.9%

4.8%

6.9%

5.40%

15.04

16.68

15.11

14.98

15.58

14.67

15.01

26,318

111,531

23,7820

86,687

523,582

137,220

175,645

$53,398

$90,438

$75,790

$70,512

$51,072

$70,486

$69,584

Families with
Income Below
Poverty Level

20.70%

10.80%

12.20%

17.50%

20.40%

15.30%

15.17%

Families with
Food Stamps

33.4%

16.5%

13%

25%

25.6%

20%

20.87%

CWIFT Estimate

0.859

1.086

0.904

1.028

0.917

1.028

0.97357

Average
24,985
1,342

Note. Comparable Wage Index for Teachers (CWIFT), created by NCES, measures salaries of
non-educator college graduates. This information is used to determine the value of labor in the
market surrounding a school district. Numbers below one indicate compensation that is lower
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than the national average, while numbers above one indicate compensation that is higher than the
national average (NCES, 2019a).
Sample
A convenience sample was used in this study (Gall et al., 2007). The sample consisted of
all special and general educators employed by six Mid-Atlantic school districts. For this study,
the number of participants was 468. The sample included 234 special educators and 234 general
educators. Having more than 200 participants in each group exceeds the minimum requirement
for a medium effect size with a statistical power of .7 at the .05 alpha level (Gall et al., 2007). All
groups were naturally occurring (i.e., special and general educators).
Within both the special and general educator samples, the predominant characteristics
were White (82%), aged 35-44 (28%), female (84%), elementary (46%), having a master’s
degree (64%), and a standard teaching certificate (86%). Participants were nearly evenly
dispersed across the four states: Delaware 28%, North Carolina 25%, Maryland 22%, Virginia
19%. Three participants declined to identify their gender; two participants declined to identify
their race/ethnicity. However, because demographic information was not a variable or influential
factor in the overarching hypotheses, the participants were included in the study. The
overwhelming percentage of participants being White and female indicates that the overall
results of this research will be more representative of White and female perspectives than of
minority or male perspectives. The results of this research will have increased generalizability
with similar populations and decreased generalizability in differing populations. These
demographics are, however, aligned to national averages which state that in 2018, 79% of public
school teachers were White and 77% were female (NCES, 2020c).
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Table 2
Sample Demographics
Demographic Category

Teacher Role
S.E.
G.E.

Sample
Totals

National
Average

Setting
General Education
3 (1.3%)
Inclusion (A and B setting) 136 (58%)
Resource (C setting)
95 (41%)

214 (92%)
20 (9%)
0 (<1%)

217 (46%)
156 (33%)
95 (20%)

-

Maryland
Virginia
Delaware
North Carolina

18 (7.7%)
43 (18%)
66 (28%)
109 (47%)

83 (36%)
77 (32%)
64 (27%)
8 (3.4%)

101 (22%)
120 (19%)
130 (28%)
117 (25%)

-

Female
Male

198 (85%)
35 (15%)

197 (84%)
35 (15%)

395 (84%)
70 (15%)

77%
24%

18-24 years
25-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65+ years

9 (3.9%)
64 (27%)
65 (28%)
50 (21%)
36 (15%)
9 (3.9%)

20 (9%)
48 (21%)
67 (29%)
64 (27%)
30 (13%)
5 (2%)

29 (6%)
112 (24%)
132 (28%)
115 (25%)
66 (14%)
14 (3%)

White or Caucasian
184 (79%)
Black or African American 36 (15%)
Hispanic or Latino
3 (1.3%)
Mixed Race
7 (3%)
Asian or Asian American
1 (<1%)
American Indian or
0 (<1%)
Alaskan
Native Hawaiian or Pacific 1 (<1%)
Island

198 (85%)
18 (7.7%)
8 (3.4%)
4 (1.7%)
0 (<1%)
1 (<1%)

382 (82%)
54 (12%)
11 (2.4%)
11 (2.4%)
1 (<1%)
1 (<1%)

79%
6.7%
9.3%
1.8%
2.1%
0.5%

1 (<1%)

1 (<1%)

-

Elementary (Primary)
Middle School (Jr. High
School)
Secondary (High School)

113 (48%)
54 (13%)

103 (44%)
48 (21%)

216 (46%)
102 (21%)

-

67 (29%)

83 (36%)

150 (31%)

-

0 (<1%)
1 (<1%)

2 (<1%)
1 (<1%)

2 (<1%)
2 (<1%)

2.7%

State

Gender

Age
>30
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+
AVG

15%
28%
29%
21%
7%
42

Race/
Ethnicity

Grade Level
Taught

Educational
Attainment
High School Diploma
Associate Degree
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Teacher Role
S.E.
G.E.
83 (36%)
62 (27%)
137 (59%) 161 (69%)
13 (5.6%)
8 (3.4%)

Sample
Totals
145 (31%)
298 (64%)
21 (4.5%)

National
Average
39%
49%
1.2%

0-3 years
4-6 years
7-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
20+ years

37 (16%)
32 (14%)
33 (14%)
41 (18%)
41 (18%)
50 (21%)

43 (18%)
19 (8%)
24 (10%)
40 (17%)
47 (20%)
61 (26%)

80 (17%)
51 (11%)
57 (12%)
81 (17%)
88 (19%)
111 (24%)

9%

Standard Certificate
Not Certified for Current
Placement
Alternative Route to
Certification
No Teaching Certificate

188 (80%)
1 (<1%)

213 (91%)
1 (<1%)

401 (86%)
2 (<1%)

90%
-

43 (18%)

14 (6%)

57 (12%)

-

2 (<1%)

6 (2.6%)

8 (1.7%)

1.7%

Demographic Category
Bachelor Degree
Master Degree
Graduate Degree (PhD or
EdD)
Experience

28%
40%
23%

Certification

General Educator Group
This sample of 234 general educators had an average age of approximately 42 years old.
The approximate average years of teaching experience was 15, with 82% of the participants
being experienced (more than 3 years) and 18% being inexperienced. The general education
participants were predominately elementary teachers (44%), a majority had master’s degrees
(69%), and 91% had a standard teaching license. Nearly 85% of the general educators were
White, 84% were female, and 32% worked in Virginia. Though a vast majority (92%) of the
general educators reported teaching in a general education-only classroom, 9% reported working
in inclusion classrooms.
Special Educator Group
This sample of 234 special educators had an average age of approximately 42 years old.
The approximate average years of teaching experience was 14, with 84% of the participants
being experienced and 16% being inexperienced. The special education participants were
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predominately elementary teachers (48%), a majority had master’s degrees (59%), and 80% had
a standard teaching license. Nearly 79% of the special educators were White, 85% were female,
and 47% worked in North Carolina. There was nearly an even split, among the special educators,
between teaching inclusion (58%) and self-contained (41%) classes. Several participants
indicated teaching a blend of both inclusion and self-contained classes.
Special educator participants were three times more likely to have entered teaching via
nontraditional methods (i.e., Alternative Route to Certification Program, Teach for America,
lateral entry). Special educators were also more likely to be in their first ten years of teaching
(44% for special educators versus 37% for general educators).
Instrumentation
The instrument used to gain insight into special and general educator’s perceptions of
collegiality in this research was the Teacher Collegiality Scale (TCS) (see Appendix A). The
TCS was designed to examine the status of collegiality among educators with the intention that
such results could “strengthen interpersonal relations among teaching staff” (Shah, 2011, p. 15).
The TCS was selected for use in this study because of its strong validity and its foundation in
literature. Dr. Shah provided permission for the use of the TCS (see Appendix B),
Leading researchers in professional learning communities (PLCs) and collegiality have
identified many dimensions of collegiality. Barth (1990), suggested talking about practice,
observing each other, working on curriculum, and teaching each other. Hipp and Huffman
(2003), identified shared values and vision, supportive conditions (structures and relationships),
shared and supportive leadership, shared personal practice, and collective learning. Little (1990),
focused on story-telling and scanning for ideas, sharing, aid and assistance, and joint work. Shah
(2011), however, recognized that the existing research on collegiality consisted mostly of case
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studies. Such qualitative research was effective for defining the characteristics of collegiality but
resulted in limited results that were difficult to generalize (Shah, 2011). Shah (2011), used the
literature surrounding collegiality, as well as the dimensions identified by Barth (1990) and Little
(1990) to create indicators and subject the dimensions to quantitative analysis.
Upon development, to confirm content validity, the 66 items TCS was presented to a
panel of experts. The experts removed six items, the remaining 60 items scale was administered
in an initial exploratory study; the resulting data were analyzed using exploratory factor analysis
with principal component extraction and varimax rotation. This method was chosen to minimize
the number of factors needed to “account for the maximum portion of the total variance
represented in the original set of variables” (Shah, 2011, p. 6). With the minimum factor loading
for each variable set at 0.4, 22 more items were removed from the scale.
A follow-up study was conducted in a new population; the results were analyzed using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). CFA “assesses whether observed indicators are loaded on
hypothesized latent variables and enables testing of how well the measured variables represent
the constructs” (Shah, 2011, p. 9). This analysis resulted in the removal of an additional 4 items;
all remaining standardized estimates were determined to be sound. Standardized covariance
residuals were calculated leading to the removal of two additional items as they were determined
to be associated with many other variables in the model. Internal consistency was determined
using Cronbach’s alphas. The sub-scales of the final 32 items TCS were determined to have
acceptable coefficients of reliability (see Table 3) (Hair et al., 2006).
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Table 3
Internal Reliability of Teacher Collegiality Scale
Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales
Demonstrating mutual support and trust (DMS)
Observing one another teaching (OT)
Joint planning and assessment (JPA)
Sharing ideas and expertise (SIE)
Teaching each other (TE)
Developing curriculum together (DC)
Sharing resources (SR)
Note. Adapted from Shah, 2011

Items
6
3
6
6
4
4
3

Cronbach’s alpha
.85
.74
.77
.78
.72
.71
.77

An analysis of each of the seven sub-scales determined that each sub-scale was separately
valid; however, some sub-scales accounted for more of the total variance than others.
Demonstrating mutual support and trust accounted for 26.09%; observing one another teacher
accounted for 8.07%; joint planning and assessment explained 5.38%; sharing ideas and
expertise 4.94%; teaching each other 4.02%; developing curriculum together 3.80%; sharing
resources 3.50%.
The TCS consists of 32 questions, takes approximately 10 minutes to complete, and was
designed to measure everyday classroom and school practices (Olivier et al., 2009). Participants
respond to statements about the practices in their school, indicating the degree to which they
agree or disagree with each statement. This instrument uses a seven-point, forced Likert scale
with responses ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree, to 7 = Strongly Agree.
Permission to use the instrument was obtained (see Appendix B), the instrument can be
found in Appendix A. Further information on administration can be found in the proceeding
section as well as in Appendix C. Scoring information was obtained from M. Shah (personal
communication, September 5, 2020), with higher scores for an individual sub-scale
demonstrating greater agreement with the statements defining the sub-scale. A calculated
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standard deviation is used to account for outliers. Smaller standard deviations indicate more
considerable agreement among the respondents, while larger standard deviations indicate less
agreement among respondents. The assessment will automatically score the instrument; the
researcher will analyze the data.
Demonstrating Mutual Support and Trust
Collegial teachers are friendly, cooperative, and supportive; they are confident in their
coworker’s abilities and provide strong social support (Shah, 2011). These teachers can count on
each other; there is mutual respect and trust (Shah, 2011). Highly collegial cultures (Fullan and
Hargreaves, 1991) are more likely to have teachers that “trust, value, and legitimize sharing
expertise; seek advice; and help other teachers” (Shah, 2011; p. 14).
Observing One Another Teaching
Collegial teachers invite others into their classrooms (Hartnell-Young, 2006), are open to
feedback from colleagues, and believe that observing one another is beneficial to their
instructional practices (Barth, 1990; Shah, 2011). This shared personal practice assists in student
learning and increased human capacity (Hipp & Huffman, 2010).
Joint Planning and Assessment
Collegial teachers jointly develop and test new programs, practices, teaching strategies,
approaches, and procedures; they collectively analyze their teaching practice, providing
criticisms and praise (Shah, 2011). A climate of respect and support for teachers’ work allows
for the development of a continuous and interdisciplinary (Shah, 2011) cycle of instruction,
innovation, feedback, assessment, and redesign (Lieberman & Miller, 1999). These teachers
actively participate in meetings and collaborate across departments (Shah, 2011).
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Sharing Ideas and Expertise
Collaboration “not only includes planning, deciding, and acting jointly but also involves
thinking together” (Shah, 2011, p. 15). John-Steiner and colleagues (1998) add that “in a true
collaboration, there is a commitment to shared resources, power, and talent: no individual’s point
of view dominates, authority for decisions and actions resides in the group, and work products
reflect a blending of all participants’ contributions (p. 776)”. Staff who share their ideas and
expertise have “an undeviating focus on student learning and support norms of behavior that
guide discussions about teaching and learning” (Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 13).
Teaching Each Other
True collaboration among teachers is not simply exchanging resources but also learning
from one another. Collegial teachers teach each other how to use new strategies, enjoy teaching
in teams, teach each other informally (Barth, 1990), share what they have learned or want to
learn, and feel as though they are part of a learning community which values shared
responsibility for ongoing learning (Shah, 2011).
Developing Curriculum Together
Collegial teachers actively contribute to decisions surrounding curriculum, work on the
curriculum with colleagues during the regular work day (Barth, 1990), co-plan lessons, and seek
help on specific instructional problems (Shah, 2011). Collaboration around curriculum is
demonstrated when teachers share decision-making, feel that their contributions are valued, and
have a sense that they are respected (Friend & Cook, 2000).
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Sharing Resources
Collegial teachers lend and borrow materials related to teaching (i.e., lesson plans,
worksheets, educational books, and journals) (Shah, 2011). This sharing of resources is crucial
for establishing collegiality, collaboration, and trust among teachers (Shah, 2011).
Procedures
Thirty potential school districts in the Mid-Atlantic were contacted; research applications
were submitted to those that were accepting applications at the time. Districts, through their
respective application processes, were provided with the purpose, significance, benefits,
methodology, instrumentation, data collection, sampling, data analysis, and timeline information
for this research. Additionally, a copy of the survey (Appendix D) was provided to each district.
Six districts approved the research (Appendix E). An application was then submitted to Liberty
University’s IRB for review. Upon receipt of approval from Liberty University’s IRB (Appendix
F), participating school districts were contacted again to arrange survey dissemination.
Data Collection
Two districts requested that the researcher contact teachers directly, providing a list of all
educator email addresses for the district. One district had the recruitment email (Appendix G)
sent out to all teachers by the superintendent. One district requested that the researcher send
recruitment information to principals in the district and have them send it out to potential
participants. Two districts had the recruitment email sent out to the principals by a district
representative; principals were then asked to forward the recruitment information to potential
participants.
The recruitment email contains an explanation of the research (i.e., procedures, purpose,
research questions, timeline) and the link to the Survey Monkey survey. Survey Monkey was
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used as a means to collect the data. Participating teachers were asked to click on the Survey
Monkey link and complete the instrument, providing pertinent demographic information. The
survey was anonymous, containing no identifiable questions, and no method for collecting ISP
addresses. Page one of the survey prompted participants to provide consent by clicking yes or no,
indicating consent to participate in the research. Participants clicked next to proceed to the
second page. Page two provided participants with directions for completing the instrument.
Participants clicked next to proceed to the third page. Page three prompted participants with
questions designed to collect demographic information. Participants clicked next to proceed to
the fourth page. Page four contained the TCS. To minimize the number of clicks and simplify
the survey, all 38 items of the TCS appeared on a single page. Responses to every question were
required, disallowing participants to advance without addressing each question. Participants
clicked through the survey at their own pace.
Participants were granted two weeks to respond to the survey. Two weeks after the
recruitment email was distributed, the survey link was disabled so data could be analyzed. From
Survey Monkey, the data was to be downloaded into Excel and uploaded into SPSS for analysis.
Analyses were conducted, as outlined below.
Data Analysis
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was the primary form of data analysis for
this research. In nonexperimental research, the MANOVA is used to examine the differences
between naturally occurring groups (Warner, 2013). The use of MANOVA allows for a single
test to evaluate the null hypothesis. The variables of interest in this study were teaching role
(special or general education) and perceptions of collegiality as determined by the sub-scales of
the TCS. Perceptions of collegiality among special educators were compared to perceptions of
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collegiality among general educators to determine the existence of potential differences between
the groups. The results of this analysis will allow for inferences about potential cause and effect
relationships that may exist between teaching assignments and perceptions of collegiality.
Multiple assumptions must be considered when conducting a MANOVA. First, the
MANOVA requires two or more independent variables and all observations to be independent
(Green & Salkind, 2014). The groups identified as independent variables for this study are
special and general educators. Participants identified themselves as special or general educators
and their responses could not be manipulated by the researcher. Participants were not able to
choose both special and general education; participants were not able to change their responses
after data was collected. Dual certified teachers were directed to select the role that BEST
described their current teaching position.
A MANOVA requires that there are two or more dependent variables, each dependent
variable must be continuous. The TCS is disaggregated into seven sub-scales, which are then
disaggregated into 32 items. In the behavioral sciences, when individual ordinal items are
aggregated into sub-scales with established reliability and validity, these items are then
considered intervals (Gabriel & Sen, 1968; Zhang et al., 2014). This consideration of interval
scales as continuous fulfills the assumption that the dependent variables used herein are
continuous.
The raw data was used to create a box and whisker plot, as well as matrix scatterplots,
which were screened for multivariate and univariate outliers through SPSS. Any identified
multivariate and univariate outliers were examined and ultimately suppressed based on the
results of the boxplots (Warner, 2013). This process fulfilled the assumption that the MANOVA
requires there to be no multivariate or univariate outliers (Green & Salkind, 2014).
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MANOVA requires a normal data distribution regardless of any linear combination of
variables (Warner, 2013). The Shapiro-Wilks statistic was used to determine if each sub-scale is
statistically different from a normal distribution. Scatterplots and histograms were used to
determine kurtosis coefficients, skewness, and overall shape of data distribution (Stevens, 2002).
Plotting the data allowed for a visual examination of the distribution to ascertain whether the
data formed a classic “cigar shape” (Green & Salkind, 2014). The researcher used the Pearson
Correlation and scatterplot matrices to determine the presence of linear relationships between
each dependent variable.
Levene’s test of homogeneity was to be conducted, using SPSS, to determine compliance
to the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance. If the resulting statistic reveals a f
value less than .05, then it will be determined that the variance and covariance of the dependent
variables are equivalent (Green & Salkind, 2014). Box’s M test of equality of covariance was
also used to test this assumption.
Though the dependent variables should be moderately related (above .20), any correlation
over .80 presents a concern for multicollinearity (Warner, 2013). Multicollinearity exists when
the independent variables are related, making the results unreliable. A Pearson Product Moment
correlation test was used to determine the presence of multicollinearity.
The final assumption of a MANOVA is an appropriate sample size (Green & Salkind,
2014; Warner, 2013). A power and effect size analysis determined that the minimum sample size
needed to achieve a medium effect size (F2 = .25), a power of .70, and an alpha level of  = .05
(Gall et al., 2007) is 200 participants (100 for each independent variable). The TCS, however,
has limited official validity and reliability in the United States’ context. When conducting
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reliability analysis, sample sizes are recommended to be no less than 300 (150 for each
independent variable) (Kline, 1986; Samuels, 2015).
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
Overview
The purpose of this non-experimental, causal-comparative study was to examine
differences in perceptions of collegiality between general and special educators. The independent
variable was teacher role (special or general educator). The dependent variable in is this study
was perceptions of collegiality. Collegiality is defined as a “multi-dimensional concept”
characterized by the presence of seven teacher behaviors in schools: (a) demonstrating mutual
support and trust among teachers; (b) observing one another engage in the practice of teaching;
(c) jointly planning and assessing teaching practices; (d) sharing ideas and expertise; (e) teaching
each other; (f) developing curriculum together; and (g) sharing resources such as lesson plans,
worksheets, and educational books (Shah, 2011, p. 14). Perceptions of collegiality were
determined using the Teacher Collegiality Scale (TCS) (Shah, 2011). Chapter four addresses the
findings of this research, specifically the descriptive statistics, assumption tests, and posthoc
tests.
Research Question
RQ: Is there a difference in perceptions of collegiality as measured by the Teacher
Collegiality Sub-Scales between special and general education teachers?
Null Hypothesis
H0: There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of collegiality as
measured by the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales between special and general education
teachers.
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Descriptive Statistics
The researcher utilized SPSS 27 to execute the analysis for the dependent variable
statistics in this research. Descriptive statistics (see Table 4) for each dependent variable were
reported based on the independent variable of teacher role.
Table 4
Descriptive Statistics
TCS Sub-Scales
Demonstrating mutual support and trust
Observing one another teaching
Joint planning and assessment
Sharing ideas and expertise
Teaching each other
Developing curriculum together
Sharing resources

Teacher Role
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General

M
38.12
38.57
28.62
27.70
34.79
34.26
27.07
27.47
26.75
26.95
17.61
17.59
15.47
16.03

SD
6.238
6.789
5.021
5.527
6.500
7.154
4.455
4.569
4.696
5.185
4.560
4.588
3.079
3.028

These statistics illustrate that special education teachers scored higher in observing one
another teaching, joint planning and assessment, and developing curriculum together. General
educators scored higher in demonstrating mutual support and trust, sharing ideas and expertise,
teaching each other, and sharing resources. An important consideration when interpreting the
mean and standard deviation for each sub-scale is the number of questions and range of scores
for each sub-scale. The sub-scales demonstrating mutual support and trust and joint planning and
assessment contain more questions, higher possible scores, and a greater range of possible scores
than any other sub-scales. These are also the sub-scales with the greatest means and standard
deviations.
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Assumptions Tests
In nonexperimental research, the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is used to
examine the differences between naturally occurring groups (Warner, 2013). The use of
MANOVA allows for a single test to evaluate the null hypothesis. Multiple assumptions must be
considered when conducting a MANOVA (Green & Salkind, 2014). First, the MANOVA
requires two or more independent variables, or one independent variable with multiple groups,
and for all observations to be independent (Green & Salkind, 2014). The groups identified as
independent variables for this study are special and general educators. Participants self-identified
as special or general educators. Their responses were not manipulated by the researcher.
Participants were unable to identify as both special and general educators.
A MANOVA requires the presence of two or more dependent variables with each
dependent variable continuous in nature. The TCS is disaggregated into seven sub-scales which
are further composed of 38 items. In the behavioral sciences, when individual ordinal items are
aggregated into sub-scales with established reliability and validity, these items are then
considered intervals (Gabriel & Sen, 1968; Zhang et al., 2014). This consideration of interval
scales as continuous fulfills the assumption that the dependent variables included herein are
continuous.
Data Screening
Data were screened for inconsistencies and extreme outliers. Box plots (see Figure 16)
provided a visual representation of the data. The data were reexamined for measurement and
entry errors.
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Sample Size
A MANOVA requires an appropriate sample size (Green & Salkind, 2014; Warner,
2013). A power and effect size analysis determined that the minimum sample size needed to
achieve a medium effect size (F2 = .25), a power of .70, and an alpha level of  = .05 (Gall et al.,
2007) was 200 participants. Given an instrument with institutional validity and reliability, this
research would require a minimum of 100 participants for each independent variable. However,
the TCS is contextually limited regarding validity and reliability in the United States, therefore,
additional participants were secured. Kline (1986) and Samuels (2015) stated that conducting
reliability analyses requires sample sizes of no less than 300 participants.
For this study, the sample included six school districts located in four states in the MidAtlantic United States. Approximately 235 schools participated, and 468 participants were
included in the sample. The sample consisted of 234 were general educators and 234 special
educators. Including 234 special and general educators exceeds the minimum requirement of 100
participants in each group for a medium effect size with a statistical power of .7 at α = .05 (Gall
et al., 2007). Additionally, including 234 participants in each group exceeds the minimum
requirement of 150 participants for each independent variable when conducting a reliability
analysis (Kline, 1986; Samuels, 2015). Thus, this assumption was satisfied.
Assumption of Normality
MANOVA requires a normal data distribution regardless of any linear combination of
variables (Warner, 2013). Skewness and kurtosis coefficients were calculated (see Table 5) to
assess normality (Hair et al., 2010). These values indicated that all of the independent and
dependent variable combinations demonstrated a negative skew with a standard error of .159 for
special and general educators. The mild to moderate negative skew indicates that some scores
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were lower than the average. These values also indicated positive kurtosis for almost all
independent and dependent variable combinations with a standard error of .317 for all kurtosis
coefficients. Positive kurtosis is associated with thicker tails and a “pointy” distribution. Kurtosis
was negative for general educator scores in observing one another teaching and developing
curriculum together, indicating lighter tails and a flatter curve than the normal distribution.
Table 5
Skewedness and Kurtosis
Sub-Scale
Demonstrating mutual support and trust
Observing one another teaching
Joint planning and assessment
Sharing ideas and expertise
Teaching each other
Developing curriculum together
Sharing resources

Teacher Role
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General

Skewedness
-1.044
-1.292
-.153
-.278
-.423
-.799
-.789
-1.307
-.843
-1.196
-.333
-.354
-.853
-.927

Kurtosis
1.316
2.515
.060
-.142
.314
.559
.686
3.297
.969
2.048
.006
-.303
1.337
1.346

Though negative skew and slight kurtosis are apparent, the deviation from normality does
not make a substantive difference in the overall analysis. Larger sample sizes warrant greater
thresholds for both skew and kurtosis (Bryne, 2010; Curran et al., 1996; Kline, 2011; Hair et al.,
2010). Kline (2011) suggested an acceptable range of ±3 for skew and ±10 for kurtosis when the
sample size is over 300. Other researchers have suggested an acceptable range of ±2 for skew
and ±7 for kurtosis (Bryne, 2010; Curran et al., 1996; Hair et al., 2010). Using either range, the
values seen here do not indicate a severe departure from normality.
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The Shapiro-Wilk statistic was also applied to evaluate the assumption of normality
(Stevens, 2002). Consistent with the skew and kurtosis coefficients, departures from normality
are evident in the Shapiro-Wilk results (see Table 6). Observing one another teaching, for both
special and general educators, is the only sub-scale that met the assumption of normality.
Table 6
Shapiro-Wilk
Sub-Scale
Demonstrating mutual support and trust
Observing one another teaching
Joint planning and assessment
Sharing ideas and expertise
Teaching each other
Developing curriculum together
Sharing resources

Teacher Role
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General
Special
General

Statistic
.934
.912
.992
.989
.985
.953
.957
.920
.952
.921
.986
.982
.947
.943

Df
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234
234

Sig.
.000
.000
.218
.084
.015
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.018
.004
.000
.000

Though these statistics warrant a rejection of the null, meaning there is a significant
departure from normality, for sample sizes larger than 200, the Shapiro-Wilk statistic is often
considered to be too sensitive to small deviations from normality (Quinn & Keough, 2002).
In addition to the Shapiro-Wilk statistic, histograms were created for a visual
investigation of normality (see Figures 3-16). Consistent with the skew, kurtosis, and ShapiroWilk, the histograms depict a mild to moderate negative skew, mild kurtosis, and mild deviations
from normality.
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Figure 3. Demonstrating mutual support and trust for special education teachers.

Figure 4. Demonstrating mutual support and trust for general education teachers.
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Figure 5. Observing one another teaching for special education teachers.

Figure 6. Observing one another teaching for general education teachers.
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Figure 7. Joint planning and assessment for special education teachers.

Figure 8. Joint planning and assessment for general education teachers.
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Figure 9. Sharing ideas and expertise for special educators.

Figure 10. Sharing ideas and expertise for general educators.
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Figure 11. Teaching each other for special educators.

Figure 12. Teaching each other for general educators.
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Figure 13. Developing curriculum together for special educators.

Figure 14. Developing curriculum together for general educators.
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Figure 15. Sharing resources for special educators.

Figure 16. Sharing resources for general educators.
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The one-way MANOVA is robust to deviations from normality, especially when the
sample is large and the group sizes are the same (Quinn & Keough 2002). Tabachnick and
Fiddell (2007) suggested that data should only be transformed if there are many outliers, the data
is markedly skewed, or there are heterogeneous variances. As this data exhibits none of those
qualities, the researcher continued with the MANOVA using the raw scores.
Assumption of Multivariate Normal Distribution
Matrix scatterplots provided a visual representation of the data, allowing for an
investigation of the assumption of multivariate normal distribution (Green & Salkind, 2014). The
matrix scatterplots (see Figure 15) revealed an acceptable linear relationship between dependent
variables.
Box plots (see Figure 18) provided an additional visual representation of the data
facilitating an examination of the assumption of univariate outliers. The data were reexamined
for measurement and entry errors. The Mahalanobis distance test (Warner, 2013) verified the
identification of the following multivariate outliers: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. These cases had an
unusual combination of scores on the dependent variables. Initially, the case selection feature of
SPSS was used to suppress the outliers; preventing the outliers from affecting the analysis
without removing them entirely (Aguinis et al., 2013). However, upon further analysis, removal
of the outliers did not substantially impact the results of the Shapiro-Wilk, Box’s M, Pillai’s
Trace, Wilks Lambda, or Levene’s Test of Equality of Variances. Considering the potentially
compromising implications of suppressing data and the relatively minor degree of improvement,
the outliers were ultimately retained.
Several univariate outliers were identified. However, only one of the univariate outliers
was an outlier for greater than five sub-scales. The suppression of this outlier did not generate a
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significant change in the overall analysis. The other univariate outliers did not produce a
substantial enough affect to warrant suppression and thus, the outliers were retained in the data
set.

Figure 17. Matrix scatter plots.
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Figure 18. Box plots
Assumption of Multicollinearity
Though the dependent variables should be moderately related, any correlation over .80
presents a concern for multicollinearity (Warner, 2013). The existence of multicollinearity
determines that the independent variables are related, making the results unreliable. A Pearson
Product Moment correlation test (see Table 7) revealed that all dependent variables were
sufficiently correlated and there was no evidence of multicollinearity; thus, the assumption of
multicollinearity was met.
Table 7
Pearson Correlation
DMS
OT
JPA
SIE
DMS
1
OT
.630*
1
JPA
.690*
.702*
1
SIE
.737*
.636*
.729*
1
TE
.759*
.674*
.750*
.796*
DC
.610*
.623*
.766*
.616*
SR
.640*
.618*
.691*
.673*
Note. *Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

TE

DC

SR

1
.664*
.727*

1
.663*

1

Assumption of Homogeneity of Variance-Covariance
To determine compliance to the assumption of homogeneity of variance-covariance,
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variance (see Table 8) was conducted using SPSS (Green &
Salkind, 2014). The resulting statistics were significant, revealing that there is equal variance
between groups; thus, the assumption was met.



104


Table 8
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variance
Sub-Scale
Demonstrating mutual support and trust
Observing one another teaching
Joint planning and assessment
Sharing ideas and expertise
Teaching each other
Developing curriculum together
Sharing resources

Levene Statistic
.517
2.005
1.062
.001
.983
.013
.061

Significance
.473
.157
.303
.976
.322
.909
.805

The Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrixes (Warner, 2013) was also
implemented to address this assumption. The Box’s test is used to determine the equality of
covariance between the groups on the dependent variables; significance was determined at p =
.001. The observed covariance matrices for the dependent variables are equal across groups
where the Box’s M value equaled 30.548, and p = 0.360; therefore, the assumption of
homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices were met. It is also worth noting that Box’s test is
more powerful in this analysis because of the large sample size.
Results
A one-way MANOVA was used to determine the presence and significance of
differences in perceptions of collegiality among special and general educators. The MANOVA
procedure forms and compares a linear composite of the dependent variables. MANOVAs are
especially helpful when attempting to use the variables to measure underlying constructs
(Warner, 2013).
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Null Hypothesis
The null hypothesis proposed that there were no differences in perceptions of collegiality
among special and general educators as measured by the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales. The
MANOVA (see Table 9) determined, however, that there was a statistically significant difference
between special and general educators’ perceptions of collegiality on the combined dependent
variables, Wilks' Λ = .946, F(7, 460) = 3.741, p <.05; partial η2 = .054. This analysis resulted in
a rejection of the null hypothesis.
Table 9
MANOVA Role
Pillai’s Trace
Wilk’s Lambda
Hotelling’s Trace
Roy’s Largest Root

Value
.054
.946
.057
.057

F
3.741
3.741
3.741
3.741

Sig
.001
.001
.001
.001

Partial η2
.054
.054
.054
.054

Observed Power
.978
.978
.978
.978

Pillai’s Trace is typically considered more robust and is preferred when sample sizes are
unequal and Box’s M is statistically significant. However, in this research, the group sample
sizes are equal and Box’s M was not statistically significant. A partial eta squared value of .054
indicates a medium effect size (D’amico et al., 2001); an observed power of .978 signifies that
there is a 97.8% chance that the test statistic falls within the rejection range.
As the MANOVA does not provide detailed information about the level of statistical
significance for each dependent variable, specified differences between groups are determined by
post-hoc tests (Warner, 2013).
Post-Hoc Tests
To investigate specified differences between groups, the researcher reviewed the results
of the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects table (see Table 10). There was a significant difference
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between special and general educators on the sub-scale sharing resources, F(1,466) = 3.99, p =
.046, partial There was no evidence, however, of a significant difference between
special and general educators’ perceptions on the other sub-scales.
Table 10
Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Sub-scales
Demonstrating mutual support and trust
Observing one another teaching
Joint planning and assessment
Sharing ideas and expertise
Teaching each other
Developing curriculum together
Sharing resources

F
.576
3.576
.715
.927
.201
.003
3.994

Sig.
.448
.059
.398
.336
.654
.960
.046

Partial 
.001
.008
.002
.002
.000
.000
.008

Observed Power
.118
.471
.135
.161
.073
.050
.514

Reliability
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each sub-scale (Table 11). Coefficients greater than
.70 are considered acceptable. However, when there are less than 10 items on a scale,
coefficients greater than .5 are considered acceptable.
Table 11
Internal Reliability of Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales
Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales
Demonstrating mutual support and trust (DMS)
Observing one another teaching (OT)
Joint planning and assessment (JPA)
Sharing ideas and expertise (SIE)
Teaching each other (TE)
Developing curriculum together (DC)
Sharing resources (SR)

Items
7
6
7
6
5
4
3

Cronbach’s alpha
.852
.721
.806
.766
.801
.594
.634

Summary
This chapter provided a detailed statistical analysis directed at the null hypothesis and
research question. Each of the assumptions of the MANOVA was addressed. The assumption of
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normality was violated, the research discussed the violation and potential remedies. The null
hypothesis was rejected, the subsequent post-hoc tests revealed that the sub-scale sharing
resources was a significant contributor to the differences between special and general educators’
perceptions of collegiality. The following chapter will explore the results of this research in the
context of the current literature.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS
Overview
This chapter presents a discussion of the research question: Is there a difference in
perceptions of collegiality as measured by the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scale between special
and general education teachers? The results of a MANOVA and subsequent post-hoc tests will
be examined in conjunction with existing literature and the guiding conceptual framework.
Contributions to literature, implications, consideration of limitations, and recommendations for
future research will also be discussed.
Discussion
The purpose of this non-experimental, causal-comparative study was to examine
differences in perceptions of collegiality between general and special educators as measured by
the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales. A MANOVA was used to determine what differences, if
any, exist between special and general educators’ perception of collegiality. The results of the
MANOVA indicated that there was a statistically significant difference between special and
general educators’ perceptions of collegiality on the combined dependent variables, Wilks' Λ =
.946, F(7, 460) = 3.741, p < .05, partial η2 = .054. This analysis produced a medium effect size
(D’amico et al., 2001); approximately 5.4% of the variability in TCS scores across all sub-scales
was accounted for by teacher role. A power of .978 revealed that there was a 97.8% chance that
the test statistic falls within the rejection range, limiting the chance of a type II error to 2.2%.
This analysis resulted in a confident rejection of the null hypothesis.
To investigate specified differences between groups, the researcher reviewed the results
of the Tests of Between-Subjects Effects table. There existed a significant difference between
special and general educators’ perceptions on the sharing resources sub-scale, F(1,466) = 3.99, p
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= .05, partial No significant difference between special and general educators’
perceptions of the other sub-scales existed.
When a MANOVA results in a significant result but the Tests of Between-Subjects
Effects table does not indicate specific significance, this means that all the variables must be
considered together for there to be a significant effect. This is because MANOVAs are used to
examine differences between and among variables. The MANOVA considers the interactions
and influence of all of the variables. Thus, it would appear that all of the sub-scales of the TCS
must be considered together for there to be a significant difference between special and general
educators. This finding supports the use of Brownell and Smith’s (1993) conceptual framework
which details the interconnected nature of these variables. Following is a discussion of the Test
of Between-Subjects Effects results organized by sub-scale.
Demonstrating Mutual Support and Trust
Collegial teachers are friendly, cooperative, and supportive; they are confident in their
coworker’s abilities and provide strong social support (Shah, 2011). These teachers can count on
each other; there is mutual respect and trust (Shah, 2011). Highly collegial cultures (Fullan &
Hargreaves, 1991) are more likely to employ teachers that “trust, value, and legitimize sharing
expertise; seek advice; and help other teachers” (Shah, 2011, p. 14). The questions of the TCS
that pertain to this sub-scale discuss social support, respect, cooperation, professionalism, trust,
confidence, dependability, transparency, and friendship. Teachers that score higher on this subscale of the TCS believe that their coworkers vigilantly and diligently support one another.
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 38.12, SD = 6.238) and general (M = 38.57, SD = 6.789) educators’
perceptions of mutual support and trust; F(1, 466) = .576, p = .448, partial Further
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analysis revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.45 points higher among general
educators. Though lower perceptions of support and trust among special educators align with
existing literature (Kaff, 2004), as special educators have consistently reported a lack of support
from colleagues (DeMik, 2008), there is inconclusive evidence that this sub-scale alone
contributed to the overall difference between the groups.
Observing One Another Teaching
Collegial teachers invite others into their classrooms (Hartnell-Young, 2006), are open to
feedback from colleagues, and believe that observing one another is beneficial to their
instructional practices (Barth, 1990; Shah, 2011). This shared personal practice assists in student
learning and increased human capacity (Hipp & Huffman, 2010). The questions of the TCS that
pertain to this sub-scale discuss openness to observations and feedback from colleagues.
Teachers that score higher on this sub-scale of the TCS believe that there is value in observing
one another, providing feedback, and sharing instructional strategies.
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 28.62, SD = 5.021) and general (M = 27.70, SD = 5.527) educators’
perceptions of observing one another teaching; F(1, 466) = 3.576, p = .059, partial
Further analysis revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.92 points higher
among special educators. Though higher perceptions of the practice and value of observing one
another among special educators align with existing literature (Jones et al., 2013), as special
educator’s duties frequently take them into the classrooms of others (Lewis, 2017), there is
inconclusive evidence that this sub-scale alone contributed to the overall difference between the
groups.



111


Joint Planning and Assessment
Collegial teachers jointly develop and test new programs, practices, teaching strategies,
approaches, and procedures; they collectively analyze their teaching practice, providing
criticisms and praise (Shah, 2011). A climate of respect and support for teachers’ work allows
for the development of a continuous and interdisciplinary (Shah, 2011) cycle of instruction,
innovation, feedback, assessment, and redesign (Lieberman & Miller, 1999). These teachers
actively participate in meetings and collaborate across departments (Shah, 2011).
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 34.79, SD = 6.500) and general (M = 34.26, SD = 7.154) educators’
perceptions of joint planning and assessment; F(1, 466) = .715, p = .398, partial
Further analysis revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.53 points higher
among special educators. Though higher perceptions of joint planning among special educators
align with existing literature (Gersten et al., 2001), as special educators often have to rely on coteachers to meet the needs of students (Billingsley, 2019), there is inconclusive evidence that this
sub-scale alone contributed to the overall difference between the groups.
Sharing Ideas and Expertise
Collaboration “not only includes planning, deciding, and acting jointly but also involves
thinking together” (Shah, 2011, p. 15). John-Steiner and colleagues (1998) add that “in a true
collaboration, there is a commitment to shared resources, power, and talent: no individual’s point
of view dominates, authority for decisions and actions resides in the group, and work products
reflect a blending of all participants’ contributions” (p. 776). Staff who share their ideas and
expertise have “an undeviating focus on student learning and support norms of behavior that
guide discussions about teaching and learning” (Hipp & Huffman, 2010, p. 13). The items on the
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TCS that pertain to this sub-scale require teachers to respond to questions pertaining to the level
of comfort with sharing ideas, opportunities to discuss improvement strategies, and the culture of
shared expertise.
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 27.07, SD = 4.455) and general (M =27.47, SD = 4.569) educators’
perceptions of sharing ideas and expertise; F(1, 466) = .927, p = .336, partial Further
analysis revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.40 points higher among general
educators. Though lower perceptions of shared expertise among special educators align with
existing literature (Gersten et al., 2001), as special educators are more frequently in new roles,
teaching multiple content areas or grade levels (Billingsley, 2019), there is inconclusive evidence
that this sub-scale alone contributed to the overall difference between the groups.
Teaching Each Other
True collaboration among teachers is not simply exchanging resources but also learning
from one another. Collegial educators teach each other how to use new strategies, enjoy teaching
in teams, teach each other informally (Barth, 1990), share what they have learned or want to
learn, and feel as though they are part of a learning community which values shared
responsibility for ongoing learning (Shah, 2011).
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 26.75, SD = 4.696) and general (M = 26.95, SD = 5.185) educators’
perceptions of teaching each other; F(1, 466) = .201, p = .654, partial Further analysis
revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.20 points higher among general educators.
Though lower perceptions of the value of teaching and learning from one another among special
educators is supported by the literature (Gersten et al., 2001), as special educators often have
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schedules or roles that do not allow them to attend grade level or content area meetings (Berry,
2012; Billingsley, 2020; Gersten et al., 2009; Jones et al., 2013), there is inconclusive evidence
that this sub-scale alone contributed to the overall difference between the groups.
Developing Curriculum Together
Collegial teachers actively contribute to decisions surrounding curriculum, work on the
curriculum with colleagues during the regular workday (Barth, 1990), co-plan lessons, and seek
help on specific instructional problems (Shah, 2011). Collaboration around curriculum is
demonstrated when teachers share decision-making, feel that their contributions are valued, and
have a sense that they are respected (Friend & Cook, 2000).
The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was not a significant difference
between special (M = 17.61, SD = 4.560) and general (M = 17.59, SD = 4.588) educators’
perceptions of developing curriculum together; F(1, 466) = .003, p = .960, partial
Further analysis revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.20 points higher
among special educators. Though higher perceptions of curriculum collaboration and shared
decision making among special educators are supported by the literature (Leung & Lee, 2006;
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004), as special educators often have to generate their own curriculum
(Hakanen et al., 2006; Jennett et al., 2003), there is inconclusive evidence that this sub-scale
alone contributed to the overall difference between the groups.
Sharing Resources
Collegial teachers lend and borrow materials related to teaching (i.e., lesson plans,
worksheets, educational books, and journals) (Shah, 2011). This sharing of resources is crucial
for establishing collegiality, collaboration, and trust among teachers (Shah, 2011).
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The Test of Between-Subjects Effects revealed that there was a significant difference
between special (M = 15.47, SD = 3.079) and general educators’ (M = 16.03, SD = 3.028)
perceptions of sharing resources; F(1, 466) = 3.994, p = .046, partial Further analysis
revealed that the mean score for this sub-scale was 0.56 points higher among general educators.
Higher perceptions of sharing resources among general educators are supported by the literature
(Billingsley, 2004), as special educators often have to create their resources to meet the complex
and varied needs of their students (Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Jones et al., 2013).
Significant Demographic Factors
While demographic factors were not related to any specific hypothesis in this research,
current literature implies and even demonstrates a significant relationship between demographic
factors and teacher job satisfaction, commitment, and career decisions (Billingsley, 1993;
Brownell & Smith, 1993). Additionally, the conceptual model guiding this research relies on
several interconnected systems, that have a reciprocal nature, to provide context to the variables
found within.
Setting
Special education participants working in general education classrooms reported the
lowest perception of collegiality of any other demographic or group. Conversely, general
education teachers working in inclusive classrooms reported marginally higher perceptions of
collegiality than their general education peers working with only general education students.
District
District characteristics, such as teacher pay, community resources, and rural versus
suburban versus urban classifications, are a variable of special educator attrition found in the
exosystem (Brownell & Smith, 1993). In this research, the greatest discrepancy between districts
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and roles, in terms of overall TCS mean scores, occurred between the mean scores of special
educators in districts six and two. As noted in the table below, the district with the higher TCS
mean pays their teachers less, spends less on their students, and includes a significantly higher
community household income. The district with the lower TCS means is classified as suburban:
large, involves more students with disabilities and serves significantly more families living
below the poverty level.
Race and Ethnicity
Teachers of color have historically reported lower job satisfaction and commitment than
White teachers (Carver-Thomas & Darling-Hammond, 2017). This phenomenon was reported to
also exist in perceptions of collegiality. Mean overall TCS scores were higher for White teachers
than African American or Black teachers; this was true for both special and general educators.
White teachers rated their perceptions of collegiality, on average, 8.8 points higher than their
African American or Black peers.
Grade Level Taught
General education elementary teachers reported the highest perceptions of collegiality.
Conversely, the lowest mean belongs to special education middle school teachers. When
combining special and general educator scores, elementary teachers produced the highest mean
(190.38), followed by high school teachers (188.07), and finally middle school teachers (185.4).
Research has yet to explore perceptions of collegiality within the grade bands and between
special and general educators. However, existing research has identified collaborative cultures in
elementary schools which may explain some of the present discrepancies.
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Implications
Previously, no quantitative instrument had been utilized in collecting data on collegiality
among special and general educators. Because a majority of collegiality research adopts nonquantitative approaches, there was no specific, widely accepted, measure of collegiality (Hashim
et al., 2020). Additionally, most peer-reviewed works discuss collegiality without clearly
defining it (Bettini et al., 2019; Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Kelly & Cherkowski, 2015). To
address the lack of definition, instrument, and research in this area, this study clearly defines
collegiality, provides further data to validate the TCS in the U.S., and provides insight into the
status of collegiality among special and general educators; allowing for further research into the
complexities of collegial practice (Hashim et al., 2020).
Collegiality entails workload and resource sharing, often in the form of co-planning
(Jarzbkowski, 2003). This study revealed lower perceptions of shared resources among special
educators. The difference in perceptions of collegiality, specifically in regards to sharing
resources, could be explained by special educator’s lack of access to other professionals with
similar responsibilities or roles in the building (Billingsley, 2020; Gersten et al., 2009; Jones et
al., 2013). Frequently special educators are the only teacher in their role in a building or grade
level (Billingsley et al., 2019). With certifications that cover several grade levels and subjects,
special educators can find themselves belonging to several PLCs and departments but
insufficient time to collaborate with the teachers on those teams (Billingsley, 2019). Berry’s
(2012) research into perceived support for rural special educators revealed that special educators
have very limited access to special education team meetings, grade-level team meetings, other
special educators in the district.
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Effective collaboration behaviors for special educators (i.e., planning, active listening,
problem-solving, sharing ideas, negotiating) are essential to fostering relationships with
colleagues (Billingsley, 2019). Billingsley (2019) recognized that special educators are not
frequently provided with sufficient time to conduct their work or collaborate with their peers. A
lack of physical proximity to general education classrooms has been shown to decrease special
educators’ perceptions of collaborative efficacy (Griffin et al., 2009). Special educators in roles
that span several grade levels often find themselves physically isolated from their teammates
(Jones et al., 2013). The physical isolation, lack of access to team and department meetings, and
a lack of time to collaborate with peers could explain why special educators perceive a dearth of
shared resources.
Limited literature examining the state of collegiality between special and general
education has inhibited educational professionals’ ability to capitalize on this contributor to
teacher retention. Administrators, cognizant of a better understanding of collegiality may be able
to increase collegiality and mitigate attrition in their buildings through improved school climate,
job design, and professional development (Gersten et al., 2001), as well as, provide targeted
support and opportunities for purposeful collaboration (Vittek, 2015). Exploring differences and
similarities in perceptions of collegiality has provided background information for further
research into types of collegiality (authentic versus contrived) (Owen, 2014), sources of
collegiality (administrative, paraprofessional support, support staff, etc.) (Billingsley & Bettini,
2019), and the impact of collegiality on the education of students with disabilities.
Limitations
The survey for this research was distributed to over eight thousand teachers. However,
the sample size is 468 participants resulting in 5.9% of the overall distribution. Though teachers
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were granted two weeks to respond to the survey, analysis began when a sufficient number of
participants had responded. Given more time, additional participants could have been included in
the analysis. When additional participants were included, the overall analysis did not
significantly change.
The overwhelming percentage of participants being White and female indicates that the
overall results of this research will be more representative of White female perspectives than of
minority or male perspectives. The results of this research have increased generalizability with
similar populations and decreased generalizability in differing populations. Though these
demographics align with national averages which state that in 2018, 79% of public school
teachers were White and 76% were female (NCES, 2020c), these results are limited by the
demographics of the participants.
Similarly, the survey was only distributed in six Mid-Atlantic school districts. Though the
scope of this research is broader than many others in the field, the results are limited by the
inclusion of only a portion of U.S. teachers.
The data were negatively skewed, most of the Shapiro-Wilk statistics were significant,
and there were univariate and multivariate outliers. Had there been a smaller sample size, a more
negative skew, or if the outliers were greater in number and significance, there would have been
a severe departure from normality. Fortunately, however, with sample sizes larger than 200, the
Shapiro-Wilk statistic is often considered to be overly sensitive to small deviations from
normality (Quinn & Keough, 2002) and the acceptable range for skew and slight kurtosis
increases to ±3 and ±10, respectively (Kline, 2011). Additionally, the one-way MANOVA is
robust to deviations from normality, especially when the sample is large and the group sizes are
the same (Quinn & Keough 2002).



119


Quantitative research provides a wide breadth of information, but the information is not
very deep. The questions inherent to the demographic questionnaire and TCS did not allow for
further elaboration by participants.
There is only one study, other than the present study, that has administered the TCS to
measure perceptions of collegiality among teachers (Shah, 2012). The 364 participants from
Shah’s (2012) study were all from three cities in Pakistan. Limited use of an instrument can limit
its reliability and validity.
Recommendations for Future Research
Further research could enhance and refine the present results, as well as contribute to the
breadth of knowledge in the field of education. Specifically, additional research is recommended
in the following areas:
1. There are very few instruments that measure the concept of collegiality, especially in an
educational context. As seen here, the TCS is a robust instrument. However, additional studies
using the Teacher Collegiality Sub-Scales would contribute to its reliability and validity.
Additional research, such as a path and factorial analysis, would serve to deepen educational
professionals’ understanding of the sub-scales, how they interact, and their relationships with
existing conceptual frameworks and theories.
2. Brownell & Smith’s (1993) framework is appropriate for interrelated variables, explaining
that they are interconnected and should not necessarily be considered individually. However,
theories such as social capital theory (Lin, 2001), social learning theory (Bandura, 1977),
social cognitive theory (Chen, 2002), or social exchange theory (Thomas & Iding, 2012),
could provide additional context for the results herein.
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3. Research on collegiality and its relationship with the other variables of educator attrition is
limited. Consistently, collegiality is considered an insignificant factor in general educator
attrition research. However, qualitative and quantitative research focused on special educator
attrition indicates that collegiality is an integral component of special educator retention
(Billingsley & Bettini, 2019; Billingsley, 2004; DeMik, 2008; Gersten et al., 2001; Goddard et
al., 2007; Hakanen et al., 2006; Jennett et al., 2003; Jones et al., 2003; Kaff, 2004; Leung &
Lee, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Talmor et al., 2005). The final question of the survey
used for this research required teachers to respond to the question if they had ever considered
leaving (seeking employment outside of education, retiring, or leaving the workforce
entirely), moving (staying in their position but moving to a different school) or transferring
(staying in their school but changing positions, i.e., becoming a general educator, specialist, or
administrator). This question was included so that data may be collected about a potential
relationship between collegiality and attrition. Being that this was not the main objective of
the research, not too many conclusions can be assumed about a relationship herein. However,
it was determined that a response of either yes or no on the final question of the survey
accounted for 4.6% of the variability in TCS scores across all sub-scales. Interestingly,
attrition was the only variable that was determined to be statistically significant for all seven
of the sub-scales of the TCS. This result could be interpreted to mean that collegiality and
attrition are potentially related, albeit, further research is needed to empirically explore this
potential relationship.
4. Mixed methods research is increasing in popularity among special education researchers
(Nwoko et al., 2019). Such research could allow for a more thorough investigation into the
differences discovered in this study.
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5. Further research is needed to fully address the reasons why collegiality seems to be
significantly more important to special educators (in comparison to general educators), the
status of collegiality among special educators, and how collegiality can be increased to better
retain special educators. As demonstrated by the present study, there is reason to suspect a
relationship between attrition and collegiality. Further research is needed to ascertain the full
breadth and depth of that relationship and how it affects other factors of attrition.
6. Interestingly, the present study underscored the discrepancy between perceptions of
collegiality, salary, and community resources. Logic would seemingly insist that teachers with
greater earning power and working in districts that expend more resources per student would,
generally speaking, exhibit greater job satisfaction and express greater perceptions of
collegiality. Conversely, in this study, the teachers that earn less and work in districts that
expend fewer resources per student perceived higher levels of collegiality. Additionally, these
same teachers work in rural communities with greater median household incomes, having
significantly fewer families who are living in poverty. Further research is needed to explore
this phenomenon as many districts and states may be utilizing fiscal resources in a less than
fruitful manner.
7. Though not statistically significant, this research revealed a higher mean on all sub-scales for
white teachers and male teachers. Further research is needed to explore potential relationships
between gender, race, ethnicity, and perceptions of collegiality.



122


REFERENCES
Abdallah, J. (2009). Lowering teacher attrition rates through collegiality. Academic Leadership:
The Online Journal, 7(1), 1-5.
Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Joo, H. (2013). Best-practice recommendations for defining,
identifying, and handling outliers. Organizational Research Methods, 16(2), 270-301.
Albrecht, S. F., Jones, B. H., Mounsteven, J., & Olorunda, O. (2009). Working conditions as risk
or resiliency factors for teachers of students with emotional and behavioral disabilities.
Psychology in the Schools, 46(10), 1006-1002. https://doi.org/0.1002/pits.20440
Alliance for Excellent Education. (2005). Teacher attrition: A costly loss to the nation and to the
states. [Electronic Version] Issue Brief.
www.all4ed.org/files/archive/publications/TeacherAttrition.pdf.
Al-Mahdy, Y. F. H., & Sywelem, M. M. G. (2016). Teachers’ perspectives on professional
learning communities in some Arab countries. International Journal of Research Studies
in Education, 5(4), 45-57. htpps://doi.org/10.5861/ijrse.2016.1349
Atteberry, A., Loeb, A., & Wyckoff, J. (2017). Teacher churning: Reassignment rates and
implications for student achievement. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 39(1),
3-30. https://doi.org/10.3102/0162373716659929
Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Prentice-Hall.
Barth, R. S. (1990). Improving Schools from Within. Jossey-Bass.
Barth, R. S. (2006). Improving relationships within the schoolhouse. Educational Leadership,
63(6), 8-13.
Barth, R., Dufour, R., Eaker, R., & Eason-Watson, B., Fullan, M., Lezotte, L., Reeves, D.,
Saphier, J., Schmoker, M., Sparks, D., & Stiggins, R. (2005). On common ground:



123


The power of professional learning communities. Solution Tree Press.
Berry, A. B. (2012). The relationship of perceived support to satisfaction and commitment for
special education teachers in rural areas. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 31(1), 3–
14. https://doi.org/10.1177/875687051203100102
Berry A. B., Petrin R. A., Gravelle M. L., & Farmer T. W. (2011). Issues in special education
teacher recruitment, retention, and professional development: Considerations in
supporting rural teachers. Rural Special Education Quarterly, 30(4), 3-11.
Bettini, E., Jones, N., Brownell, M., Conroy, M., Park, Y., Leite, W., Crockett, J., & Benedict, A.
(2017). Workload manageability among novice special and general educators:
Relationships with emotional exhaustion and career intentions. Remedial and Special
Education, 38(4), 246–256. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932517708327
Bettini, E., Wang, J., Cumming, M., Kimerling, J., Schutz, S. (2018). Special educators’
experiences of roles and responsibilities in self-contained classes for students with
emotional/behavioral disorders. Remedial and Special Education, 31, 126–142.
Biddle, B. J. (1986). Recent developments in role theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 12, 67-92.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.12.080186.000435
Billingsley, B. (1993). Teacher retention and attrition in special and general education: A critical
review of the literature. Journal of Special Education, 27(2), 137-174.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002246699302700202
Billingsley, B. (2004). Special education teacher retention and attrition: A critical analysis of the
research literature. Journal of Special Education, 38(1), 39-55.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669040380010401



124


Billingsley, B. (2007). A case study of special education teacher attrition in an urban district.
Journal of Special Education Leadership, 20(1), 11-20.
Billingsley, B., & Bettini, E. (2019). Special education teacher attrition and retention: A review
of the literature. Review of Educational Research, 89(5), 697-744.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654319862495
Billingsley, B., Bettini, E., & Jones, N. D. (2019). Supporting Special Education Teacher
Induction Through High-Leverage Practices. Remedial and Special Education, 40(6),
365–379. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518816826
Billingsley, B. S., & Cross, L. H. (1992). Predictors of Commitment, Job Satisfaction, and Intent
to Stay in Teaching: A Comparison of General and Special Educators. The Journal of
Special Education, 25(4), 453–471. https://doi.org/10.1177/002246699202500404
Billingsley, B., McLeskey, J., & Crockett, J. B. (2017). Principal leadership: Moving toward
inclusive and high-achieving schools for students with disabilities (Document No. IC-8).
Retrieved from University of Florida, Collaboration for Effective Educator Development,
Accountability, and Reform Center website:
http://ceedar.education.ufl.edu/tools/innovation-configurations/
Boe, E. E., & Cook, L. H. (2006). The chronic and increasing shortage of fully certified teachers
in special and general education. Exceptional Children, 72(4). 443-460.
Brewer, E. W. & Kuhn, J. (2010). Causal-comparative design. In N.J. Salkind (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of research design (Vol 1, pp. 124-131). Sage.
Bronfenbrenner, U. (1976). The experimental ecology of education. Educational Researcher,
5(9), 5-15.



125


Brownell, M. T., Sindelar, P. T., Kiely, M. T., & Danielson, L. C. (2010). Special education
teacher quality and preparation: exposing foundations, constructing a new
model. Exceptional Children, 76(3), 357–377.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291007600307
Brownell, M. T., & Smith, S. W. (1992). Attrition/retention of special education teachers:
Critique of current research and recommendations for retention efforts. Teacher
Education and Special Education, 15(4), 229-248.
Brownell, M. T., & Smith, S. W. (1993). Understanding special education teacher attrition: A
conceptual model and implications for teacher educators. Teacher Education and Special
Education: The Journal of the Teacher Education Division of the Council for Exceptional
Children, 16(3), 270-282. https://doi.org/10.1177/088840649301600309
Bryk, A., Camburn, E., & Louis, K. S. (1999). Professional community in Chicago elementary
schools: Facilitating factors and organizational consequences. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 35(5), 751– 781.
Bryk, A. S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement.
Sage.
Byrne, B. M. (2010). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: Basic concepts, applications,
and programming. Routledge.
Cancio, E. J., Albrecht, S. F., Johns, B. H. (2013). Defining administrative support and its
relationship to the attrition of teachers of students with emotional and behavioral
disorders. Education and Treatment of Children, 36(4), 71–94.
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2013.0035



126


Carina, R. (2017). The history of special education. Journal for Perspectives of Economic
Political and Social Integration, 23(1-2), 209-227. https://doi.org/10.1515/pepsi-20170011
Carver-Thomas, D. & Darling-Hammond, L. (2017). Teacher turnover: Why it matters and what
we can do about it. Learning Policy Institute.
Chance, P. L., & Segura, S. N. (2009). A rural high school’s collaborative approach to school
improvement. Journal of Research In Rural Education, 24(5), 1-12.
Chen, S. (2002). The relational self: An interpersonal social-cognitive theory. The Psychological
Review, 109(4), 619–645. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.109.4.619
Chetty, R., Friedman, J., & Rockoff, J. (2014). Measuring the impacts of teachers II: Teacher
value-added and student outcomes in adulthood. American Economic Review, 104(9),
2633-2679.
Chingos, M., M. & Blagg, K. (2017). Making sense of state school funding policy. Urban
Institute.
Clark, C., Dyson, A., & Milward, A. (1998). Theorizing in special education: Time to move on.
Routledge.
Coffer, J. H., & Horner, R. H. (2012). The Sustainability of schoolwide positive behavior
interventions and supports. Exceptional Children, 78(4), 407–422.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291207800402
Conley, S., & You, S. (2017). Key influences on special education teachers’ intentions to leave:
The effects of administrative support and teacher team efficacy in a mediational
model. Educational Management Administration and Leadership, 45(3), 521-540.



127


Connelly, V., & Graham, S. (2009). Student teaching and teacher attrition in special education.
Teacher Education and Special Education, 32(3), 257-269.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406409339472
Cooley, E., & Yovanoff, P. (1996) Supporting professionals-at-risk: Evaluating interventions to
reduce burnout and improve retention of special educators. Exceptional Children, 62(4),
336-355.
Cowan, D., & Hord, S. M. (1999). Reflections on school renewal and communities of continuous
inquiry and improvement. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada.
Cowan, J., Goldhaber, D., Hayes, K., & Theobald, R. (2016). Missing elements in the discussion
of teacher shortages. Educational Researcher, 45(8), 460–462.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X16679145
Craig, C. J. (2017). International teacher attrition: Multiperspective views. Teachers and
Teaching, 23(8), 859-862. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2017.1360860
Creswell, J. W. (2015). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative
and qualitative research (5th ed.). Prentice Hall, Inc.
Crow, G. M., & Pounder, D. G. (2000). Interdisciplinary teacher teams: Context, design, and
process. Educational Administration Quarterly, 36(2), 216–254.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X00362004
Curran, P. J., West, S. G., & Finch, J. F. (1996). The robustness of test statistics to nonnormality
and specification error in confirmatory factor analysis. Psychological Methods, 1(1), 1629.



128


D’amico, E., Neilands, T., & Zambarano, R. (2001). Power analysis for multivariate and
repeated measures designs: A flexible approach using the SPSS MANOVA procedure.
Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 33(4), 479-484.
Day, C., Sammons, P., Stobart, G., Kington, A., & Gu, Q. (2007). Teachers matter: Connecting
lives, work, and effectiveness. Open University Press.
De Letter, P. D. (1963). Primacy and episcopacy: Doctrinal and practical implications. Thomist:
A Speculative Quarterly Review, 27, 222.
Delpit, L. (2013). "Multiplication is for White People": Raising expectations for other people's
children. The New Press.
DeMik, S. A. (2008). Experiencing attrition of special education teachers through narrative
inquiry. The High School Journal, 92(1), 22-32.
Dogan, D., Samil Tatik, R., & Yurtseven, N. (2017). Professional learning communities
assessment: Adaptation, internal validity, and multidimensional model testing in Turkish
context. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 17(4), 1203-1229.
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2017.4.0479
Domingo-Segovia, J., Bolívar-Ruano, R., Rodríguez-Fernández, S., & Bolívar, A.
(2020). Professional Learning Community Assessment-Revised (PLCA-R) questionnaire:
translation and validation in Spanish context. Learning Environments Research, 1(1), 121. https://doi-org.ezproxy.liberty.edu/10.1007/s10984-020-09306-1
DuFour, R. (2004). Leading edge: The best staff development is in the workplace, not in a
workshop. Journal of Staff Development, 25(2).
DuFour, R., & Eaker, R. (1998). Professional learning communities at work: Best practices for
enhancing student achievement. National Education Service.



129


DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R. (2005). Recurring themes of professional learning
communities and the assumptions they challenge. In R. DuFour, R. Eaker & R. DuFour
(Eds.)., On common ground: The power of professional learning communities (pp.7-30).
National Educational Services.
Durkheim, E. (1986). An introduction to four major works. Sage Publications.
Ellsworth, J. B. (2000). Surviving changes: A survey of educational change models.
ERIC Clearinghouse.
Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A. G., Buchner, A. (2009). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power
analysis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research
Methods, 39(2), 175-91.
Feng, L., & Sass, T. R. (2017). The impact of incentives to recruit and retain teachers in “hardto-staff” subjects. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 37(1), 112-135.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22037
Forlin, C. (2007). A collaborative, collegial, and more cohesive approach to supporting
educational reform for inclusion in Hong Kong. Asia Pacific Education Review, 8(2),
276-287.
Fowler, S. A., Coleman, M. R. B., & Bogdan, W. K. (2019). The State of the Special Education
Profession survey report. Council for Exceptional Children.
Friend, M., & Cook, L. (2000). Interactions: Collaboration skills for school professionals
(3rd ed.). Longman.
Fullan, M. (1990). Staff development, innovation, and institutional development. In B. Joyce
(Ed.), Changing school culture through staff development (pp. 3-25). Association of
Supervision and Curriculum Development.



130


Fullan, M. (1993). Change Forces: Probing the depths of educational reform. Falmer
Press.
Fullan, M. (2001). Leading in a culture of change. Jossey-Bass.
Fullan, M. (2006). The future of educational change: Systems thinkers in action. Journal of
Educational Change, 7, 113-122. Retrieved on September 17, 2009, from SpringerLink.
Fullan, M. (2007). The new meaning of educational change (4th ed.). New York and London
Teacher College Press and Routledge Falmer.
Fullan, M. (2009). The challenge of change. Corwin Press.
Fullan, M. G.., & Hargreaves, A. (1991). What’s worth fighting for? Working together for
your school. Ontario, CAN: Ontario Public Schools Teachers’ Federation.
Futernick, K. (2007). A possible dream: Retaining California teachers so all students can learn
{Electronic Resource} Report. California State University.
www.calstate.edu/teacherquality/documents/possible_dream_exec.pdf.
Gabriel, K., & Sen, P. (1968). Simultaneous test procedures for one-way ANOVA and
MANOVA based on rank scores. Sankhyā: The Indian Journal of Statistics, Series A
(1961-2002), 30(3), 303-312. Retrieved from http://www.jstor.org/stable/25041361
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2007). Educational research: An introduction (8th ed.).
Pearson.
Galvan, J. L. & Galvan, M. C. (2017). Writing literature reviews: A guide for students of the
social and behavioral sciences (7th ed). Routledge.
Garmston, R. J., & Wellman, B. M. (2003). The importance of professional community. ENC
Focus, 11 (7), 7-9.



131


George, N. L., George, M. P., Gersten, R., & Grosenick, J. R. (1995). To leave or to stay? An
exploratory study of teachers of students with emotional and behavioral disorders.
Remedial and Special Education, 16, 227–236.
Gersten, R., Baker, S. K., Pugach, M., Scanlon, D., & Chard, D. (2001). Contemporary research
on special education teaching. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook for research on
teaching (4th ed., pp. 695-722). American Educational Research Association.
Gilmour, A. F., & Wehby, J. H. (2019, March). The association between teacher students with
disabilities and teacher turnover. Paper presented at the Association for Education
Finance and Policy 44th Annual Conference, Kansas City, MO.
Goddard, Y. L., Goddard, R. D., & Tschannen-Moran, M. (2007). A theoretical and empirical
investigation of teacher collaboration for school improvement and student achievement in
public elementary schools. Teachers College Record, 109(4), 877-896.
Goddard, R. D., & Skrla, L. (2006). The influence of school social composition on teachers’
collective efficacy beliefs. Educational Administration Quarterly, 42(2), 216-235.
Goldring, R., Taie, S., & Riddles, M. (2014). Teacher attrition and mobility: Results from the
2012-13 teacher follow-up survey (NCES 2014-077). U.S. Department of Education.
Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics.
Gravetter, F. J., & Forzano, L. B. (2012). Research methods for the behavioral sciences (4th ed.).
Wadsworth.
Green, S. B., & Salkind, N. J. (2014). Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh: Analyzing and
understanding data. Pearson Education Inc.
Griffin, C. C., Kilgore, K. L., Winn, J. A., Otis Wilborn, A., Hou, W., & Garvan, C. W. (2009).
First-year special educators: The influence of school and classroom context factors on



132


their accomplishments and problems. Teacher Education and Special Education, 32(1),
45-63. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406408330870
Grossman, P. L., & Thompson, C. (2004). Curriculum materials: Scaffolds for new teacher
learning? Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.
Guarino, C., Santibanez, L., Daley, G., & Brewer, D. (2004). A review of the research literature
on teacher recruitment and retention (Tech. No. TR-164-EDU). Santa Monica, CA: Rand
Corporation. http://rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2005/RAND_TR164.sum.pdf
Hagaman, J. L., Casey, & K. J. (2018). Teacher attrition in special education: Perspectives from
the field. Teacher Education and Special Education, 41(4), 227-291.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406417725797
Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006). Multivariate
data analysis (6th ed.). Pearson University Press.
Hakanen, J. J., Bakker, A. B., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2006). Burnout and work engagement among
teachers. Journal of School Psychology, 43, 495-513.
Hargreaves, A. (1995). Beyond collaboration: Critical teacher development in the postmodern
age. In J. Smyth (ed.) Critical Discourses on Teacher Development (pp. 149 179).
Cassell.
Hargreaves, A. (2019). Teacher collaboration: 30 years of research on its nature, forms,
limitations, and effects. Teachers and Teaching: Theory and Practice, 25(5), 603-621.
Hargreaves, A. & Fink, D. (2006). Sustainable leadership. San Francisco: Jossey- Bass.
Hargreaves, A., & Fullan, M. (2012). Professional capital: Transforming teaching in every
school. Teachers College Press.



133


Harris, D. L., & Anthony, H. M. (2001). Collegiality and its role in teacher development:
perspectives from veteran and novice teachers. Teacher Development, 5(3), 371-390.
Hartnell-Young, E. (2006). Teachers’ roles and professional learning in communities of
practice supported by technology in schools. Journal of Technology and Teacher
Education, 14 (3), 461-480.
Hashim, A. (2020). The development and validation of collegial supervisory practices
questionnaire for Malaysian public secondary school teachers. International Journal of
Psychosocial Rehabilitation, 45(5), 569-584.
Hipp, K. A., & Huffman, J. B. (2003). Professional learning communities: Assessment,
development, effects. Paper presented at the International Congress for School
Effectiveness and Improvement, Sydney, AUS.
Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2010). Demystifying the concept of professional learning
communities. In K. K. Hipp & J. B. Huffman (Eds.), Demystifying professional learning
communities: School leadership at its best (pp. 11-21). Lanham, MD: Rowman &
Littlefield Education.
Hipp, K., & Huffman, J. (2010). Demystifying professional learning communities: School
leadership at its best. Rowman & Littlefield Education.
Hoffman, S., Palladino, J. M., & Barnett, J. (2007). Compassion fatigue as a theoretical
framework to help understand burnout among special education teachers. Journal of
Ethnographic & Qualitative Research 2(1), 15-22.
Hopkins, M., Bjorklund, P., & Spillane, J. P. (2019). The social side of teacher turnover:
Closeness and trust among general and special education teachers in the United



134


States. International Journal of Educational Research, 98(2019), 292302. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2019.08.020
Hord, S. M. (1997). Professional learning communities: What are they are and why are they
important? Issues About Change, 6(1), Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory, 1-8.
Iancu, A. E., Rusu, A., Măroiu, C., Pacurar, R., & Maricutoiu, L. (2017). The effectiveness of
interventions aimed at reducing teacher burnout: A meta-analysis. Educational
Psychology Review, 30(2017), 373-396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9420-8
Illies, M. & Reiter-Palmon, R. (2018). The effect of value similarity on mentoring relationships
and outcomes. International Journal of Evidence-Based Coaching and Mentoring, 16(1),
20-34.
Inger, M. (1993). Teacher collaboration in urban secondary schools (ERIC/CUE Digest No. 93).
New York, NY: ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education.
http://vocserve.berkeley.edu/CenterFocus/CF2.html
Ingersoll R. (2002a). The teacher shortage: A case of wrong diagnosis and wrong
prescription. NASSP Bulletin 86(631), 16–31
Ingersoll R. (2002b). Holes in the teacher supply bucket. School Administrator 59(3), 42–43
Ingersoll, R. (2003). Is there really a teacher shortage? Consortium for Policy Research in
Education, University of Pennsylvania: Philadelphia.
Ingersoll, R., & May, H. (2011). Recruitment, retention, and the minority teacher shortage
(Research Report 69, Consortium for Policy Research in Education). Retrieved from
http://www.cpre.org/sites/default/files/researchreport/1221_minorityteachershortagerepor
trr69septfinal.pdf



135


Jalongo, M. R. & Heider, K. (2006). Editorial teacher attrition: An issue of national
concern. Early Childhood Education Journal 33, 379–380.
Jarzabkowski, L. M. (2003). Teacher collegiality in a remote Australian school. Journal of
Research in Rural Education, 18(3), 139-144.
Jennett, H. K., Harris, S. L., & Mesibov, G. B. (2003). Commitment to philosophy, teacher
efficacy, and burnout among teachers of children with autism. Journal of Autism and
Developmental Disorders, 33, 583-593.
John-Steiner, V., Weber, R., & Minnis, M. (1998). The challenge of studying collaboration.
American Education Research Journal, 35 (4), 773-783.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1163466
Jones, N. D., Youngs, P. (2012). Attitudes and affect: Daily emotions and their association with
the commitment and burnout of beginning teachers. Teachers College Record, 114(2), 1–
36.
Jones, N. D., Youngs, P., & Frank, K. A. (2013). The role of school-based colleagues in shaping
the commitment of novice special and general educations. Exceptional Children, 79(3),
1-19. https://doi:10.1177/001440291307900303
Kaff, M. (2004). Multitasking is multitaxing: Why special educators are leaving the field.
Preventing School Failure, 48(2), 10-17.
Keedy, J. (1991). Creative insubordination: Autonomy for school improvement by successful
high school principals. The High School Journal, 75(1), 17-23.
Kelly, J., & Cherkowski, S. (2015. Collaboration, collegiality, and collective reflection: A case
study of professional development for teachers. Canadian Journal of Educational
Administration and Policy, 169,1-27.



136


Kline, R.B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (5th ed., pp. 3-427).
The Guilford Press.
Lazega, E. (2005). A theory of collegiality and its relevance for understanding professions and
knowledge-intensive organizations. Organisation und Profession, 221-251.
Leana, C. (2011). The missing link in school reform. Stanford Social Innovation Review,
9(4), 30-35
Leana, C., & Pil, F. K. (2006). Social capital and organizational performance: Evidence from
urban public schools. Organization Science, 17 (3), 353-366.
Lenz, B. K., Melvin, J., Kissam, B., Bulgren, J. & Roth, J. (1992). Characteristics of good
collegiality among secondary social studies and science teachers when teaching
academically diverse classes [Research Report 66]. Institute for Research in Learning
Disabilities, Lawrence, KS.
Lesh, J., Shatz, K., Harris-Looby, J., & Roberts, C. (2017). Why stay? A phenomenological look
at special education teacher retention. International Journal of Education and Human
Developments, 3(2), 12-24.
Leung, D. Y. P., & Lee, W. W. S. (2006). Predicting intention to quit among Chinese teachers:
differential predictability of the components of burnout. Anxiety, Stress & Coping. An
International Journal, 19, 129-141.
Lewis, A. C. (2002). School reform and professional development. Phi Delta Kappan, 83(7),
488-489.
Lewin, K. A dynamic theory of personality. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1935.
Lewin, K. Problems of topological psychology. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1936.
Lewin, K. Resolving social conflict. New York: Harper, 1948.



137


Lewin, K. Field theory in social science. New York: H Harper, 1951.
Lewis, R. B., Wheeler, J. J., & Carter, S. L. (2017). Teaching students with special needs in
general education classrooms (9th ed.). Pearson.
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1999). Teachers: Transforming their world and their work.
Teachers College Press.
Lin, N. (2001). Social capital a theory of social structure and action. Cambridge University
Press.
Little, J. W. (1990). The persistence of privacy: Autonomy and initiative in teachers’
professional relations. Teachers College Record, 91(4), 509-536.
López-Estrada, V., & Koyama, M. (2010). Retaining Mexican American special education
teachers in Texas. Journal of Hispanic Higher Education, 9(1), 82–97.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1538192709357032
Macdonald, D. (1999). Teacher attrition: A review of literature. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 15(8), 835-848. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0742-051X(99)00031-1
Mathews, H. M., Rodgers, W., & Youngs, P. (2017). Sense-making for beginning special
educators: A systematic mixed studies review. Teaching and Teacher Education, 67, 23 –
36.
Metzke, L. (1988). A study of causes of teacher attrition in regular and special education in
Wisconsin. [Doctoral dissertation, Marquette University, WI]. Dissertation Abstracts
International, 42, 42A.
Miller, M. D., Brownell, M. T., & Smith, S. W. (1999). Factors that predict teachers staying in,
leaving, or transferring from the special education classroom. Exceptional
Children, 65(2), 201-218. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440299906500206



138


National Center for Education Statistics. (2017). Students with disabilities, inclusion of.
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=59
National Center for Education Statistics. (2018a). Enrollment in elementary, secondary, and
degree-granting postsecondary institutions, by level and control of institution, enrollment
level, and attendance status and sex of student: Selected years, fall 1990 through fall
2028. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/tables/dt18_105.20.asp
National Center for Education Statistics. (2018b). Public and private elementary and secondary
teachers, enrollment, pupil/teacher ratios, and new teacher hires: Selected years, fall 1955
through fall 2028. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d18/tables/dt18_208.20.asp
National Center for Education Statistics. (2019a). Comparable wage index for teachers
(CWIFT). Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/edge/Economic/TeacherWage
National Center for Education Statistics. (2019b). Students with disabilities. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cgg.asp
National Center for Education Statistics. (2019c). Students with disabilities. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=64
National Center for Education Statistics. (2020a). Mathematics Performance. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cnc.asp
National Center for Education Statistics. (2020b). Reading Performance. Retrieved from
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cnb.asp
National Center for Education Statistics. (2020c). Characteristics of public school teachers.
Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_clr.asp



139


Newberry, M. & Allsop, Y. (2017) Teacher attrition in the USA: The relational elements in a
Utah case study. Teachers and Teaching, 23(8), 863-880.
http://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2017.1358705
Ning, H. K., Lee, D., & Lee, W. O. (2015). Relationships between teacher value orientations,
collegiality, and collaboration in school professional learning communities. Social
Psychology of Education: An International Journal, 18(2), 337-354.
Nwoko, J. C., Crowe, M. J., Malau-Aduli, A. E. O., & Malau-Aduli, B. S. (2019). Exploring
private school teachers’ perspectives on inclusive education: a case study. International Journal
of Inclusive Education https://doi.org/10.1080/13603116.2019.1629122
Oakes, J., Quartz, K., Ryan, S., & Lipton, M. (1999). Becoming good American schools. JosseyBass.
Odogwu, H., Adeyemo, S. A., Jimoh, J. A., & Yewonde, R. O. (2011). Science, mathematics,
and technology teachers’ perception of school environment: Gender differences.
Multicultural Education & Technology Journal. 5(4), 274-87.
Olivier, D. F., Huffman, J. B., & Cowan, D. (2017). PLCA-R interpretation steps. Professional
learning community assessment – revised (PLCA-R).
http://www.plcassociates.org/assessments/formal/plca-r/
Olivier, D. F., Antoine, S., Cormier, R., Lewis, V., Minckler, C., & Stadalis, M. (2009, March).
Assessing and Analyzing Schools as PLCs. [Paper presentation]. Annual Meeting of the
Louisiana Education Research Association, Lafayette, Louisiana.
Olivier, D. F., Hipp, K. K., & Huffman, J. B. (2003). Professional learning community
assessment. In J. B. Huffman, & K. K. Hipp (Eds.), Reculturing schools as professional
learning communities (pp. 70-74). The Scarecrow Press.



140


Owen, S. (2014). Teacher professional learning communities: going beyond contrived
collegiality toward challenging debate and collegial learning and professional growth.
Australian Journal of Adult Learning, 54(2), 54-77.
Petro, J. (1992). Collegiality in history. Symposium on Academic Collegiality in American
Medicine [Symposium]. Foundation for Neurosurgical Research, New York.
Pounder, D. G. (1999). Teacher teams: Exploring job characteristics and work-related outcomes
of workgroup enhancement. Educational Administration Quarterly, 35, 317-348.
Prather-Jones, B. (2010). How School Administrators Influence the Retention of Teachers of
Students with Emotional and Behavioral Disorders. The Clearing House: A Journal of
Educational Strategies, Issues, and Ideas, 84(1), 1-8.
Puchner, L. & Markowits, L. (2015). Do black families value education? White teachers,
institutional cultural narratives, & beliefs about African Americans. Multicultural
Education, 23(1), 9-16,
Quinn, G, and MJ Keough. 2002. Experimental Design and Data Analysis for Biologists. p 110,
280
Rahmati, A., Sajjadi, M., & Negarestani, A. (2018). A spiritual approach to job satisfaction and
motivation among special educators. Health, Spirituality and Medical Ethics, 5(3), 29-35.
https://doi.org/10.29252/jhsme.5.3.29
Remer, C. W. (2017). Educator policies and the Every Student Succeeds Act. The Hunt Institute.
Retallick, J., & Butt, R. (2004). Professional well-being and learning: A study of teacher-peer
workplace relationships. Journal of Educational Enquiry, 5(1), 85-99.
Rosenholtz, S .J. (1989). Teachers' Workplace: The Social Organization of Schools.
Longman.



141


Shachar, H., & Shmuelevitz, H. (1997). Implementing cooperative learning, teacher
collaboration, and teacher’s sense of efficacy in heterogeneous junior high schools.
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 22 (1), 53-72.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1997.0924
Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. D. B. (2004). Job demands, job resources, and their relationship
with burnout and engagement: a multi-sample study. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
25, 293-315.
Seeling, J. L. (2017) Battling declining enrollment in the upper Midwestern United States: Rural
schools in a competitive society. Australian and International Journal of Rural
Education 27(2), 77-92.
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1994). Building Community in Schools (reissued edn). Jossey- Bass.
Shah, M. (2012). The importance and benefits of teacher collegiality in schools – a literature
review. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 46(2012), 1242-1246.
Sharp Donahoo, L. M., Siegrist, B., & Garrett-Wright, D. (2018). Addressing compassion fatigue
and stress of special education teachers and professional staff using mindfulness and
prayer. Journal of School Nursing, 34(6), 442–448.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059840517725789
Sibilia, R., Agnello, S., Brodzik, M., Depmna, C., DePoe, M., Hodges, S., Li, Y., Richmond, M.,
& Stadler, S. (2019). $23 billion. Edbuild.
Sindelar, P. T., Brownell, M. T., & Billingsley, B. (2010). Special education teacher education
research: Current status and future directions. Teacher Education and Special
Education, 33(1), 8-24. https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406409358593



142


Sindelear, P. T., Fisher, T. L., & Myers, J. A. (2019). The landscape of special education
licensure, 2016. Teacher Education and Special Education, 42(2), 101-116.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406418761533
State of Delaware (2020a). Alternative Routes to Certification (ARTC). State of Delaware: The
Official Website of the First State. https://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/3495
State of Delaware (2020b). Educator Demographics. Delaware Report Card.
https://reportcard.doe.k12.de.us/detail.html#displaypage?scope=district&district=34&sch
ool=0&id=201
State of Delaware (2020c). Student Behavior Summary by Year. Delaware Report Card.
https://reportcard.doe.k12.de.us/detail.html#displaypage?scope=district&district=34&sch
ool=0&id=186
Steinbrecher, T. D., Fix, R., Mahal, S. A., Serna, L., & McKeown, D. (2015). All you need is
patience and flexibility: Administrators' perspectives on special educator knowledge and
skills. Journal of Special Education Leadership, 28, 89-102.
Steven, J. (2002). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences. (4th Ed.). Psychology
Press.
Sutcher, L., Darling-Hammond, L., & Carver-Thomas, D. (2016). A coming crisis in teaching?
Teacher supply, demand, and shortages in the U.S. Palo Alto, CA: Learning Policy
Institute.
Talmor, R., Reiter, S., & Feigin, N. (2005). Factors relating to regular education teacher burnout
in inclusive education. European Journal of Special Needs Education, 20(2), 215-229.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08856250500055735
Timperly, H. (2011). Realizing the power of professional learning. Open University Press.



143


Thomas, R., & Iding, M. (2012). Explaining conversations a developmental social-exchange
theory. Jason Aronson.
Tschannen-Moran, M. (2001). Collaboration and the need for trust. Journal of Educational
Administration, 39(4), 308-331.
United States Census Bureau. (2018). Total population and average wage by industry group and
detailed occupation. Retrieved from https://datausa.io/profile/soc/special-educationteachers#about
U.S. Department of Education. (2010). Free Appropriate Public Education for students with
disabilities. Office for Civil Rights.
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/edlite-FAPE504.html
U.S. Department of Education. (2017a). IDEA Regulations Technical Changes. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. https://sites.ed.gov/idea/idea-regulations-technical-changes/
U.S. Department of Education. (2017b). Sec. 300. 8 Child with a disability. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. https://sites.ed.gov/idea/regs/b/a/300.8
U.S. Department of Education. (2017c). Sec. 300. 34 Related services. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. https://sites.ed.gov/idea/regs/b/a/300.34
U.S. Department of Education. (2017d). Sec. 300. 39 Special education. Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act. https://sites.ed.gov/idea/regs/b/a/300.39
van Garderen, D., Stormont, M., & Goel, N. (2012). Collaboration between general and special
educators and student outcomes: A need for more research. Psychology in the Schools,
49(5), 483-497.
Vannest, K. J., & Hagan-Burke, S. (2010). Teacher Time Use in Special Education. Remedial
and Special Education, 31(2), 126–142. https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932508327459



144


Vittek, J. E. (2015). Promoting special educator retention: A critical review of the literature.
SAGE Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015589994
Warner, R. M. (2013). Applied statistics: From bivariate through multivariate techniques. Sage
Publishers, Inc.
Wendell, M. (2009). Planning for educational change: Putting people and their context first.
Continuum International Publishing.
White, M. & Mason, C. (2006). Components of a successful mentoring program for beginning
special education teachers: Perspectives from new teachers and mentors. Teacher
Education and Special Education, 29(3), 191-201.
Winzer, M. A. (1993). The history of special education: From isolation to integration. Gallaudet
University Press.
Woods, A. M., & Weasmer, J. (2002). Maintaining job satisfaction: Engaging professionals as
active participants. The Clearing House, 75 (4), 186-189.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00098650209604928
Youngs, N., Jones, P., Low, M. (2011). How beginning special and general education elementary
teachers negotiate role expectations and access professional resources. Teachers College
Record, 113(7), 1506–1540.
Zhang, H., Lang, S., Guo, L., Zhao, Y., Shao, F., Chen, F. (2014). Comparisons of isomiR
patterns and classification performance using the rank-based MANOVA and 10-fold
cross-validation. Gene, 569 (1), 21-26. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gene.2014.11.026



145


APPENDIX A – Teacher Collegiality Scale



146




147


APPENDIX B – Permission to Use and Publish TCS



148




149


APPENDIX C – TCS Scoring Guide



150


APPENDIX D – Survey



151




152




153




154




155




156




157




158


APPENDIX E – District Approval Letters



159




160




161




162




163




164


APPENDIX F – IRB Approval



165


APPENDIX G – Recruitment Email



